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In order to prepare the FY 1999 Paths to Closure report and formulate the FY 200 1 budget, the 
Office of Environmental Management (EM) has developed the attached integrated guidance 
package (Attachment A). ‘&e data required by this guidance will be used to develop an 
integrated EM corporate‘database, which will form the basis for the national and site 1999 
Paths to Closure, FYi2001 budget formulation process, and other programmatic analyses. A 
draft guidance packgge was circulated to Headquarters and the Field on November-19. Based 
in part on comments received, major clarifications /modifications ixicluded in the guidance are 
included as Attachment B. 

The.cornbined nature of this data collection effort is consistent with EM’s new integrated 
business approach. As a result of the effort to gather data for multiple uses, which range from 
programmatic planning and analysis, project validation, budget development, and reporting of 
the Department’s environmental liability, we must constantly strive to improve the quality of 
our data. Data development has to be well documented and auditable. Data requests outlined 
in the guidance reflect the results of the EM Data Requirements review undertaken by EM’s 
Chief Information Officer. I have signed the data requirements package and will transmit it to 
you under separate cover. 

Additional guidance, which will include line-by-line instructions for data entry and submission, 
is currently planned for issuance February 1, 1999. Visits to those sites interested in receiving 
detailed, on-site instruction will be provided. Requests for such training sessions should be 
made by contacting Jeanne Beard on 202-586-07 19. 

In addition, individual site calls, with the appropriate Site Team Lead, will be held starting in 
late January to discuss any issues you may have regarding the integrated guidance, your 
progress to date in developing life-cycle data and/or budget data, and your individual site Paths 
to Closure report. Gene Schmitt’s office will be contacting you in early January to set up these 
calls. $4. 
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Thank you for your support as we continue to pursue the implementation of the Integrated 
Planning, Accountability and Budgeting system. Please contact Joanne Lowry on 202-586- 
8754 with any questions on this guidance package. Please address budget specific questions to 
Eli Bronstein on 202-586-8899. 

James M. Owendoff 
1 ,  Acting Assistant Secretary 

for Environmental Management 

Attachments _ _  i 
,Distribution: w/attachment: 
Acting Assistant Secretary for Environinental Management, EM-1 
Acting Director, Office of Safety and Health, EM-4 
Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary for Management and Evaluation, EM- 10 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Planning, Policy and Budget, EM-20 

Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary for Environmental Restoration, EM-40 
Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary for Science and Technology, EM-50 
Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary for Nuclear Material and Facility Stabilization, EM-60 

1 
$ Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary for Waste Management, EM-30 
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I 
Site Leads: 

R. Lightner, EM-38 
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R. Nace, EM-42 
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ATTACHMENT A 

See Attached Guidance Package 
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ATTACHMENT B 

Major Modifications Included since the Draft Was Circulated 

Funding level for development of the life cycle baselines should be based on the $5.75 
billion per year allocations provided in the October 20, -1997 guidance package. We will 
provide this table under separate cover. 

Life-cycle planning data and 2001 budget foqulation data is due to Headquarters on 
April 15, 1999. The requirement remains to sbbmit draft Stream Disposition Data (SDD) to 
Headquarters on March 15, 1998. 

. b .  . 

Development of Nuclear Material Baseline Disposition Maps - draft maps will be provided 
to the Sites and Headqu’arters Site Team Leads in the second quarter of FY 1999 for 
validation. On ApriI 15, 1998, the Sites are to submit validated Nuclear Material 
Disposition Maps to Headquarters. There will be no new stream data collected to complete 
the nuclear material disposition maps. Sites will still be required to provide life-cycle 
performance metrics for nuclear materials in the appropriate Project Baseline?3.unmaries 
(PBS). 

Clarification has been provided regarding the definition and assignment of SDDs to specific 

I 
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1 PBSs. 

1 
Revised the stewardship section to recommend, but not require, the creation of a 
stewardship PBS. Instead EM will request OperationsField Offices to describe the end 
state and future use plans for each geographic site, to place each geographic site into one of 

specific to its appropriate category. The categories address all possibilities of stewardship 
situations based on whether or not: there is a need for stewardship; the site is complete; EM 
is responsible for stewardship; and stewardship costs are reasonably estimable. 

4 seven categories, and to provide stewardship-related information for each geographic site 

As part of the reconciliation of this year’s baseline to last year’s baseline, included is the 
the requirement to reconcile not only cost but schedule differences at the project and site 
level. 

e Added a new section discussing Science and Technology Road mapping. 

Risk information will be collected at the site level only. 

Q Removed the requirement for a narrative discussion of the effect on cost and schedule of 
WIPP not opening in January 1999. 

Removed the Data Requirement Summary Sheet attachment. Data requirements are being 
sent under separate cover. 

Provided the most recent PBS valid list (see Attachment D). 
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION 

This guidance package provides overall policy and implementation information to Department of 
Energy’s (DOE) OperationsField Offices and Headquarters about the .Office of EnviroQmental 
Management’s (EM) annual process of updating the EM Corporate Database, including the data required 
to prepare EM’S annual Paths to Closure report and to support the formulation of the FY 2001 budget. 
EM will use the data to support many other initiatives associated with its major business processes -- 
planning, budgeting, performance measurement, programmatic analysis, integration, and reporting. EM 
h?s agreed to the data required through the Chief Infofiation Officer’s (CIO) data requirements process 
that was conducted as part of the Integrated Planning, Accountability, and Budgeting System - 
Information System (IPABSdS) development process. 

While this guidance addresses a wide range of topics, it has two particular areas of focus: 
I 

life-cycle planning information required to develop both.EM National and Site versions of the FY 
1999 Paths to Closure report; and, 
the FY 2001 bud@ formulationprocess including information on how to prepare-the FY 2001 
Integrated Priorit$.Lists (IPLs), estimate FY 2001 new budget authority (BA) allocations by project 
within prescribed targets, estimate performance measure targets given the BA target, and develop 
narrative information. 

This guidance focuses on 
policy and implementation; it . 
does not provide specific 
instructions for how to submit 
data electronically. EM will 
issue that guidance in 
January. 

Several changes have been 
made this year to improve the 
entire planning, budgeting, 
and data collection process. 

Guidance 
EM is issuing the 
guidance in two phases. 
The first phase is this 

~~ ~~ ~~ 

Paths to Closure 

Paths to Closure is EM’S blueprint for completion of all cleanup work in 
a safe, costeffective, and compliant fashion. It serves numerous purposes 
including: 

0 to articulate the estimated cost, scope, and schedule to complete 

to relate the near-term budget with the long-term objectives of the 

to discuss prior year progress in the context of what was planned; 
to explain the interrelationships between activities and initiatives 

to show issues, challenges, and opportunities associated with the 

the mission of the EM program; 

EM program; . 

. 

. 
0 

0 

at EM Headquarters and in the OperationdField Offices; and 

EM program, including areas where EM is seeking ways to 
reduce cost and become more efficient. 

0 

document. It includes explanations of data uses and interrelationships to provide context for sites as 
they assemble their data. The second phase will include the detailed line-by-line instructions for 
data entry/submission. 

Systems/Data Collection 
EM is improving the data collection, viewing, and reporting process. Spreadsheets will no longer be 
used to collect most data. Instead, two web-based tools are currently under development to support 
the data collection, viewing, and reporting process (see Chapter 10). One tool will focus on stream 
disposition data (SDD); the other will collect the rest of the life-cycle planning and FY 2001 budget 
data. 

~- 
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To make updating more efficient, EM will seed data from existing sources, inclucling last year’s 
data submissions; where possible.. In addition, EM will provide pick lists wherever possible. 

EM will also allow “batch.” input of some data. Essentially, this process will allow sites to populate 
the data into the database without doing data entry through the front end web application. Sites that 
would like to provide data through batch input must obtain permission from the EM CIO by January 
6, 1999. More information about this option may be found in Chapter 10. EM will issue specific 
procedures for batch input inearl y. January. 

*e 

Scoue of Data Requests 
The data being collected this year are based on a thorough requirements review. Changes to the 
requirements are under change control. This process will ensure that OperationdField Offices are 
informed of any potential changes to the required data in a struchired manner. The requirements 
review has resulted in m y y  changes summarized in Exhibit 1-1. 

Exhibit 1-1: Summary of Changes to Data Requirements . 

*. 

PublidWorkerRnvironmen tal 
(P/WR) risk data 

. .  

Detailed PBS-specific safety 
and health cost and full-time 
equivalent (FTE) data 

:. . . .... 

Support cost data 

Contracting data 

EM facilities list 

Streamlined Data requirements are significantly reduced. 
EM eliminated P/WR risk data at the PBS 
level. Hazard and risk information is 
required at the Site Summary Level (SSL) 
only. The Center for Risk Excellence (CRE) 
has already compiled the Site Risk Profiles, 
which EM will seed into the IPABS 
database. 

Sites should submit safety and health cost 
and FTE data in accordance with Chief 
Financial Officer (CFO) guidance. EM will 
require some safety and health narrative 
information for each project and for the site 
as a whole. (Note: EM Safety and Health 
costs should still be included in project cost 
estimates.) 

EM does not require this breakout. The 
CFO-managed Financial Management 
Systems Improvement Council (FMSIC) 
system will collect support cost data. (Note: 
EM support costs should still be included in 
project cost estimates.) 

Eliminated 

Eliminated 

required to track facility status and disposi- 
tion more effectivelv. 
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~ EM has modified SDD, formerly 
Consolidated Project Quantity Table 
(CPQT) data, to improve data quality, 
enhance integration studies, and support HQ 
requirements more effectively. 

EM has eliminated the enhanced 
performance section of each PBS and 
replaced it with an annual baseline 
reconciliation. 

Stream disposition data (SDD) 

. b. 

Annual baseline reconciliation 
data 

Transportation data 
; . .  

Technical detail,;,: 

Improved 

Improved 

New EM has added transportation data for 
Department of Transportation (DOT)- 
regulated streams to improve integration 
analysis. 

New EM has added technical detail induding 
chemical and radionuclide constituent 
information to meet external EM 
Headquarters reporting requirements. 

Science and Technology Linkages 
While the majority of science and technology data submitted last year was linked to the PBSs, draft 
disposition maps, and to the preliminary critical path analysis, PBS managers did not appear to 
exhibit ownership of the data. To achieve a more focused and better aligned set of science and 
technology investments, EM has decided to move the science and technology information directly to 
the PBS level. EM is making a significant change in the manner in which it develops and prioritizes 
investments in science and technology. The goal is to integrate Focus Area Work Packages and 
PBSs. To  achieve this integration, the PBS managers and the Focus Area teams need to work 
together to jointly identify those Focus Area Work Packages which are relevant to specific PBSs. 
To  accomplish this correlation, there will be a data field in the technical approach section of the 
PBS which allows the PBS manager to specifically identify those Focus Area Work Packages, if 
any, that are relevant to their project. This integration should build partnerships between the PBS 
managers and the Focus Area teams to ensure that the work packages are tied to projects, that the 
Focus Area teams will be responsive to the PBS managers, and ultimately that PBS managers will 
be able to measure Focus Area performance. 

Stream Disposition Data and Linkages 
Em will enter Stream Disposition Data directly into a system that can "draw" disposition maps. 
This new system will increase site ownership of the data. The data must be consistent with site life- 
cycle baselines and will be an integral part of the EM Corporate Database. This year, each storage 
or disposition stream must be associated with one and only one PBS; however, one PBS may have 
more than one storage or disposition stream: Refer to Chapter 5 for more detailed information 
regarding SDD and disposition maps. 
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CHAPTER 2 SCHEDULE 

The following list summarizes key dates relevant to this guidance and the Paths to Closure update 
process. Attachment A provides further scheduling details and identifies where specific deadlines f i t  into 
EM'S overall planning, budgeting, execution, and evaluation processes. 

Key Dates* 
. c. 

December 21" 
January 15" 

January 3 1 
February 1" 

Final policy and implementatiw guidance is issued 
Instructions and tool for providing SDD are available (this tool is called the 
Analysis and Visualization System or AVS) 
Final date to request changes to the PBS structure 
Instructions and tool for providing life-cycle planning and FY 2001 formulation 
data areavailable (this tool is called the Limited Updating, Viewing, and 
Reporting Tool) 
Draft SDD submitted in AVS 
Final SDD in AVS , 

Tool 
FV 2001 formulation data submitted in Limited Updating, Viewing, and 
Reporting Tool 
'Validated draft Nuclear Materials Baseline Disposition Maps returned to HQ , 
Updates to site summaries for the national Paths to Closure due** 
Draft site Paths to Closure reports due 
Site and national Paths to Closure issued 

March 15" 
April 15"' 
April 15" 

April 15"' 

April 15" 
April 30"' 
May 14" 
June 

* 

** 

< 

.. 'Life-cycle planningdata submitted in Limited Updating, Viewingiand Reporting 

See Attachment B for a consolidated summary of all of the products that are due (with 
references to specific sections of this guidance). 
See Chapter 11 for detailed guidance 

EM requires draft SDD by March 15, 1999 to improve the overall quality of the final data submission. 
Between March 15"' and April 15", Site Leads, the EM integration team, and others will review the data 
and work with the sites to eliminate "disconnects" and improve data quality. With respect to the detailed 
Stream Characteristics Information (see requirement 1029 in Section 8.2), if Sites can not meet the April 
15" date, Headquarters is willing to work with sites on an individual basis to establish a more feasible 
schedule. After EM reviews the April 15" data submittal, a locked or frozen "FY 1999 Reporting 
Archive" of the Corporate Database will be taken off-line and used to develop the Paths to Closure 
report and support other Headquarters analytical and reporting needs. The "working data" will continue 
to be available for updating at the sites' convenience, but the April 15" archive will become a "read only" 
version that can no longer be edited (see Section 10.1 for further details). The April 15" data will 
represent a comprehensive, integrated, consistent, snapshot of the EM program. Site and National Paths 
to CIosure reports will be consistent with the April 15" data. 
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CHAPTER 3 BACKGROUND - THE INTEGRATED PLANNING, 
. ACCOUNTABILITY, AND BUDGETING SYSTEM (IPABS) 

4 

EM Headquarters convened an EM Business Process Improvement Team (PIT) in 1996and 1997 to 
provide recommendations on improving the EM management system. The PlT recommended 
restructuring and streamlining independent pieces of the EM management system into one cohesive 
system supporting the EM mission. The PIT also recommended fundamental improvements such as 
“projectizing” all EM work and streamlining the financial management process. In 1997, EM conceived 
the Integrated Planning, Accountability, and Budgeting*System (IPABS). The foundation of IPAJ3S 
includes: 

accompanied I P B S  resulted in several fundamental changes to EM business processes and information 
needs. The IPABS Handbook documents twa major components of the new EM management vision as 
embodied by IPABS: 

Integrating elements that tie together EM business processes and information requirements: 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

organiiation of all work into Projects; 
development of PBSs as the primary source of summary project information; 
use of Performance Measures to ensure accountability; 
development of Integrated Life-Cycle Planning and Budget Guidance; and, 
development and implementation of the IPABS-IS and the supporting EM Corporate 
Database to meet IPABS information requirements. 

A major initiative is underway to develop the database and information system to support IPAJ3S (see 
Attachment C for the scope and objectives). IPABS-IS’and the Corporate Database will support EM’S 
high-level business processes. The IPABS-ISKorporate Database system will improve the timeliness 
and effectiveness of EM data gathering from the Operationsfiield Office for use by EM Headquarters. 
The EM Corporate Database will housdarchive data used by EM to meet core business objectives. A 

‘Integrated Planning, Accountability, and Budgeting System Handbook, U.S. Department of Energy, Office of 
Environmental Management, Revision 8.0, November 4. 1998. 
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central Corporate Database will reduce the number of data-gathering tasks OperationsField Office 
perform, improve data entry and validation, and provide a clear “audit trail” that tracks the data from 
input, through reporting, and analysis. The data will be accessible through various desktop tools. 

Historically, overlapping requests for data and information occurred without coordinatiag the timing or 
content of such requests. Various EM Headquarters offices and National Programs kept similar sets of 
data without coordinating them. Existing data, sets were updated. in an ad hoc fashion, and versions of 
information produced for a particukq purpose could not alwaysbe linked to the original data sources. 

Now, EM will establish a set schedule for updating theTorporate Database. Exhibit 3-1 and Exhibit 3-2 
show the updating frequency for various types of data. EM will update some data in the Fall (October - 
December) as part of a limited update to support critical budget and execution documents. EM will 
update most data, however, in the Spring (February - April). During the fiscal year, EM collects 
performance data on a monthly or quarterly basis. The frequency and timing support EM Headquarters’ 
business processes with accuraie and consistent information. Chapter 9 discusses the numerous products 
in which the collected data are used. 

Exhibit 3-1: How the pata in Exhibit 3-2 Are Collected: _ _  

Budget Data for the 
Congressional Budget 
Submission and Other Key 
Performance Reports and 
Documents 

Life-Cycle Planning and FY ’ 

2001 Budget Fomhation 

Execution Tracking for FT 
1998 and FY 1999 

Performance Metrics Tracking 
f o r m  1999 

Fall Budget Data Template Software 

I 
I, J, K AVS System and Limited Updating, 

Viewing, and Reporting Tool 

Progress Tracking System ( P T S )  AA, G, L, M, T 

H Spreadsheets 

N, 0, P, Q, R, S ,  BB, U, LPABS-IS 
Budgeting. and Execution Data I V. Y, Z I A11 Life-Cycle Planning, 

Until IPABS-IS is operational in the Fall of 1999, EM will use alternate data collection systems to 
populate the Corporate Database. For the information required in response to this guidance, EM 
will use the AVS and Limited Updating, Viewing, and Reporting Tool to enter data into the 
Corporate Database. EM will collect execution data in the Progress Tracking System (PTS) for FY 
1999. 
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Chapter 4 EM Data Interrelationships 

4.1 Overview of the Data 

I, 

IPABS focuses on building blocks of work called EM p'rojects. 
Currently, about 375 EM projects comprise the work necessary to 
complete the EM mission. Attachment D provides a current list of 
approved projects. The list reflects approved changes since last 
year's Paths to Closure was is?sued; the list is consistent with the 
one being used to prepare the FY 2000 Congressional Budget 
Request. The Project Baseline Summary or PBS describes major 
characteristics of each EM project. 

* 
1 ,  

i 

Changes in PBS Structure 

If Operations/Field Offices want 
to change their PBS structure 
prior to submission of data, they 
must make the request in writing 
by January 31, 1999. see 
Attachment E for details. -_ 

1 

In addition to data collected at the PBS level, EM collects data 
on other levels including the Stream, Geographic Site, Site 
Summary Level (which represents the Installation Level for 
budgeting purposes), or OperationsIField Office. The box to the 
right shows the general relationship among data collection levels. 
Some data are collected by Stream. Stream Disposition Data 
(SDD) are associated with tracking contaminated media, waste, 
and spent nuclear fuel from their current locations to their final 
disposition. Information about stream inventories, generation 
rates, disposition, transportation needs, radiologicakhemical 
constituents, programmatic risk, and milestones are collected as 
part of SDD. This guidance defines streams as being stored or 
dispositioned by only one EM Project (i.e., PBS) at a time. A 
Geographic Site is an area of land (or series of buildings) where 
EM has or is conducting cleanup work (see Attachment F for a 

Opiralionsl 
Fidd Ollice 

S i u  Summary 
L O V O l  

I I 
EM Proj.clr Gaopr8phic 

( P W  Siles 

T ' ,  S t r a m s  

U 

Relationship of Data Levels 

*A draft of this report was released in early December by the EM CIO. 
. .  
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list of geographic sites). The Site Summary Level (SSL) is a level of data collection .and reporting that 
represents one or many geographic sites organized into logical groupings for the purposes of simplifying 
budget-related data requests. For example, Hanford is both a Geographic Site and a SSL; however, 
Sandia National Laboratory (SNL) is a SSL with two Geographic Sites, SNL-NM and SNL-CA. All 
projects map into one and only one SSL (Note: Projects do not necessarily map into one and only one 
Geographic Site). The OperationsLField Office level is used on,a limited basis as a data collection 
level; moreover, all PBS, Geographic Site, or SSL data can be rolled up to  an OperationdField Office 
level. For a more detailed explanatkn of the data EM collects at each level, refer to Chapter 8. 

4.2 Key Data Groupings I. 

In addition to data collection level, data can be categorized by logical subject-matter groupings. Some of 
the key subject groupings include: 

-- 

I .) 
Baseline Information . n .  

Budget Information a 

Performance Measures .. 
Stream Dispositi$n Data (SDD) 

Critical Closu&$ath.Information . 

Programmatic Risk Infomation . . 

Science qnd Ttkhnology Information ' 

Public, Worker, and Environmental Risk 

After summarizing these groups of data, this chapter will discuss how they relate to one another. 1 
4.2.1 Baseline Information 

The lifecycle work scope for the EM program is communicated through data associated with site 
baselines. Site baselines are the starting point for all information contained in PBSs (including the 

i 
budget data). The baseline elements inthe PBS 
(along with SDD) form a complete summary 
picture from EM project start (for those projects 
that began after or in FY 1997) through 
completion. In addition to future planning 
information, Project Managers must maintain a 
historical record for each EM project including 
actual cost, milestone completions, and 
performance. Project execution data, collected 
quarterly (through PTS for Ey 1999). are 
maintained to track progress against the baseline 
for each PBS. 

4.2.2 Budget Information 

Budget information in the Corporate Database 
primarily consists of new budget authority (BA) 
and performance goals along with associated 
narratives used in budget documentation. Budget 

Items That Reflect the Baseline 

Life-cycle cost estimates by year (or block of 
Years) 
Planned completion dates for milestones 
including those milestones on the critical path 
for site completion 
Planned completion dates for release sites and 
facilities 
Sueam Disposition Data (SDD) and 
disposition maps and the associated data found 
in the SDD 
End state and other associated scope narrative 

Project execution information including actual 
costs, actual milestone completion dates, and 
actual performance measures. 

Project execution data 

~ ~~ 

information is consistent with targets providedby the Department of Energy's CFO and the Office of 
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Management and Budget (OMB). Budget information is focused on a three-year window. With minor 
exceptions, every PBS has a single corresponding budget and reporting (B&R) code around which EM 
formulates and executes budgets. Budget authority at the B&R level are of audit quality. In addition to 
B&R level data, the OperationsEield Office must provide an estimate of BA by PBS divided into 
prescribed categories and subcategories to communicate the type and estimated BA assqciated with work 
that EM performs. These categories and subcategories align with. EM corporate performance measures 
and can be found in Attachment G. These estimates improve communication during the budget 
formulation and justification phases,but are not of audit quality,(i.e., sites and Headquarters may not 
track costs this way in their accounting and financial systems). 

Other budget information includes Project Data Sheets for, line item construction projects and an 
Integrated Priority List (IPL), which each OperationsField Office must generate for the budget 
formulation year. The IPL prioritizes activities within EM projects starting with the most important to 
fund. The IPL, therefore, is a tool to evaluate impacts of reduced and increased funding levels. 

4.2.3 Performance Measures 

The primary purpose of-performance measurement in EM is to demonstrate and improve progress toward 
accomplishing the Pudz to Closure vision, goals, and objectives &e., the safe, compliant completion of 
the EM mission at DOE sites in a cost-effective manner). EM has developed a single set of corporate 
performance measures that focus on achieving EM’S Paths to Closure end states and program outcomes, 
and on those crosscutting areas essential to accomplishing program results effectively and efficiently 
(i.e., financial, safety and health, risk reduction, and stakeholder trust and confidence measures). 
Performance measures are integral to the budget. In fact, the budget is a performance-based budget in 
accordance with the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA). EM establishes fiscal year 
goals every year (representing an annual “slice” of the lifecycle objectives) and collects actual results on 
a periodic basis for all EM performance measures. A summary of EM measures can be found in 
Attachment G. Definitions for each measure were provided in the October 21,1998 budget guidance. 
Uses for performance measure data can be found in Chapter 9. Most measures are collected and tracked 
by PBS although some measures are tracked at the site or Operationsfiield Office level. 

., 

/, 
t. 

4.2.4 Stream Disposition Data 

SDD represent data elements associated with EM managed contaminated media (e.g., soils, groundwater, 
buildings), waste streams (e.g., low level waste, mixed low level waste, etc.), and spent nuclear fuel. 
Formerly known as CPQT information, SDD compose the underlying data for disposition maps and 
integration planning. All streams are associated with an EM project for the purposes of managerial and 
financial accountability. Stream data are an important component of the baseline; they document the life- 
cycle plans for the disposition of contaminated media, waste, and spent nuclear fuel. Disposition maps 
include wastewater streams; the maps also contain liquid waste streams that are non-wastewater (e.g., 
HLW in tanks). EM is not requesting that sites provide life-cycle nuclear material data in the SDD, but 
instead will provide draft Nuclear Material Baseline Disposition Maps for each site to validate and 
submit to Headquarters by April 15, 1999. Maps are not in lieu of annual lifecycle profile. 

4.2.5 Critical Closure Path 

The subset of PBS milestones and events that must occur on schedule in order for EM to complete its 
mission at a given geographic site as planned represent the criti,cal closure path. Sites can graphically 
illustrate the sequence of activities that limit site closure schedules using critical closure path milestone 
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information. EM will also link SDD to the critical closure path by asking each OperationsEield Office 
to identify those disposition streams that are on the critical closure path. 

The EM Program Integration team will be reviewing site critical closure path data to verify that inter-site 
dependencies are adequately captured. This review will complement reviews of individual site critical 
closure paths by HQ site teams. The integration team review will also ensure consistency between sites’ 
critical closure paths where inter-site transfers are involved. .The EM Program Integration.team will 
work directly with field contacts aqlprogram area integration team members once data are submitted in 
the Spring to accomplish this review. 

4.2.6 Programmatic Risk Information 

I. 

Programmatic risk management is an important element of EM’s overall program management strategy. 
Programmatic risk data identify disposition streams (from the SDD) and the critical closure path 
milestones that may require additional management attention due to uncertainties with respect to key 
planning assumptions including scope definition, science and technology availability, and inter-site 
dependencies. Attachment H contains a summary of the programmatic risk scoring definitions that sites 
must use in evaluating Streams and activitiedevents. There is a new requirement for sitesto identify 
facility and equipment limitations that are barriers to stream disposition. Programmatic risk measures 
potential risks to cost and schedule (see Section 4.3.4); this risk is different from public, worker, or 
environmental (€‘/WE) risks which are discussed below (Section 4.2.8). 

Programmatic risk is a relatively new project management tool and will continue to require further 
improvement as sites gain implementation experience. In addition, EM is in the initial stages of 
establishing a Project Management organization at Headquarters. Once this office is established, it will 
become the champion for programmatic risk, which may result in an in-depth review of this tool and the 
definition of this tool. Please note that this process will be coordinated with the ongoing data 
requirements review. 

4.2.7 Science and Technology Information 
r 

The IPABS process has been instrumental in linking science and technology needs at EM sites to science 
and technology development and deployment efforts in EM’S Office of Science and Technology. 
Linkages are made through streams, critical events, and PBSs. Key data elements for each project 
include F’Y 1999 site science and technology needs and opportunities, Focus Area Work Packages, 
technology deployment, opportunities for risk reduction, and potential cost savings. Data are used for the 
validation of FY 1999 needs statements and Ey 2000 Focus Area Work Packages; the development of an 
improved national prioritization scheme for Office of Science and Technology funded activities; and an 
improved ability to measure the outcomes of EM’s investments in science and technology. 

4.2.8 Public, Worker, and Environmental Risk 

Public, worker, and environmental @‘/WE) risk should be an integral part of setting priorities, 
sequencing project work, measuring progress, and demonstrating that EM is managing its hazards to 
acceptable risk levels, with institutional controls in place. In cases where hazards cannot presently be 
managed to acceptable or low risk levels, or if continued to be presently managed at the current level will 
result in more serious risks in the longer term, EM must show that it is addressing these “exception” 
activities first. 
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Risk information is collected at the SSL and will highlight the hazards and associated risks.deerned 
important to the sites and their local stakeholders, regulators, and Tribal Nations. It includes site hazard 
information tables based on the Site Risk Profiles and articulates the site hazaid abatement story and 
associated actual and potential risks from a holistic point of view. 

I To ensure worker safety, EM is committed to implementing the Integrated Safety Management (ISM) 
program. The five ISM core functions are: work scope definition,’hazards analysis, development and 
implementation of controls, executign of work within controls, and feedback and continuous 
improvement. The work scope, h&d, and work performance information is collected at the PBS level. 
The controls and feedbacklimprovement mechanisms ate described at the SSL. 

In completing the S&H and risk information, contractors should consider consistency with similar 
information required by the CFO Field Budget Call. 

’ 

43 Interrelationships e.! ‘ 

One of EM’S goals for the Corporate Database and PABS-IS is to integrate data collection across 
Headquarters’ business processes. As part of this integration, EM will streamline and report the data 
collection based on four EM business processes: budget execution, budget formulation, lifecycle 
planning, and execution tracking. The following sub-sections discuss in more detail the 
interrelationships of the key- data groupings identified in section 4.2. 

- ”  

43.1 Baselines and the Budget i 
1 
I 
i ’ EM uses the project as the key building block for planning, budgeting, and managing its work. Starting 

with FY 1999, EM’S B&R codes center around EM projects so that budgeting and execution tie more 
closely with life-cycle planning and site baselines. This tie is found in planning documentation such as 
Paths to Closure and in budget documentation, which will discuss the budget in the context of the 
program’s lifecycle needs. In fact, sites should base their budget requests directly on site baseline 
planning information. During budget formulation, each Operations/Field Office will develop preliminary 
budget information based on Headquarter’s provided targets and the OperationdField Office’s baseline 
budget requirements. As the budget process culminates in an appropriation, sites will be required to 
track budget assumptions and how they affect baseline planning assumptions. During execution, sites 
will need to monitor performance against the baseline in site project control systems. As each year 
closes, EM will require a final reconciliation of actual performance data (costs, BA, milestones, 
measures) from site project control systems back to what EM stated in key planning and budget 
documentation. In the end, EM needs to be able to monitor both site baseline and budget information and 
how they relate to one another over time. While the detailed explanation of differences between the 
baseline and budget is not a reporting requirement; OperationsField Offices should maintain sufficient 
documentation to provide an explanation if requested. 

I 

Dollars in the Baseline and the Budyet 
PBSs provide two types of dollar amounts to Headquarters. The baseline portion of the PBS (Part A in 
the 1998 PBSs) contains dollar amounts on a cost basis. This method follows traditional project 
management principles which are focused on estimated and actual costs. The budget portion of the PBS 
(Part B of the 1998 PBSs) reflects budget authority or BA. Budget documentation will continue to 
reflect BA while estimated baseline costs will continue to be used to portray the life-cycle requirements 
necessary to complete the estimated work scope for the EM program. 
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Fundamentally, there are definitional differences between costs and BA that always lead to differences in 
the dollar amounts reported for any given year in the baseline and budget sections of the PBS. Some of 
the reasons-for variations between cost and BA in a given year include: 

Uncosted balances and carryover; 
Variances camed in baselines; and, 
Variations due to the timing differences between BA authorization and outlays, particularly in the 
case of phvatization projects,. 

However, it is not appropriate for the difference to%e the result of conflicts between the policy 
direction for FY 1999 and/or FY 2000 found in the FY 2000 Congressional budget and the current 
Operations/Field Office baseline planning assumptions: In this case, Operations/Field Offices 
must adjust baseline scope, cost, and schedule assumptions so that they are consistent. While it will 
not be necessary to adjust baselines due to policy changes on a regular basis, it is important that Paths to 
Closure, which reports baselikes, represent significant new policy changes resulting from Congressional 
requests. For example, if Congress were to fund only one of the two canyons at Savannah River, the 
Operationflield Office should change its baseline to reflect this policy direction. EM Headquarters will 
identify those direct4,changes found in the Ey 2000 budget and provide the list to OpeFationdField 
Offices. 

Performance Measures in the Baseline and Budget 
For some corporate performance measures, EM maintains lifecycle performance objectives as part of the 
baseline. Lifecycle performance objectives include an annualized: 

Estimate of the release sites and facilities that will be completed; 
Estimate of the waste that will be treated, stored, and disposed; 
Amount of nuclear materials and spent fuel that will be stabilized and made disposition-ready; and, 
Estimate of the completion date of the EM mission at each geographic site. 

.Within baselines, annualized performance objectives sum to the “universe” of scope for that metric. For 
example, the sum of the estimated annualized amounts of waste to be treated represents the total 
estimated amount of waste that needs to be treated for EM to complete its mission. Each year, when sites 
update the PBSs, SDD and other corporate 
information, they adjust baseline annualized 
performance objectives so that they reflect any 
changes in scope, planning assumptions, or 
schedule, consistent with the baseline. The 
baseline (as summarized in the PBSs and SDD) 
always reflects the complete universe of scope 
across years from 1997 through project 
completion. 

EM uses these same measures to justify it’s 
annual budget request. In the budget process, 
performance measures focus on the three year 
budget window, consistent with BA targets. 

Performance Measures- the criterion upon 
which accomplishments will be based (e.g., 
release sites or low level waste). 

Performance Goals- the numerical target that is 
associated with each performance measure (e.g., 
10,000 cubic meters). 

Performance Commitments- the performance 
goals that Field Managers commit to in the 
xrrent year only (also called management 
:o&tments). 

- 
Annualized performance commitments for the execution year and goals for the budget formulation year 
are used in numerous documents against which EM must eventually report. One key document is the 
Congressional Budget Request which summarizes performance: 
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*. 
Accomplishments in the prior year; 
Objectives for the execution year based on the most recent appropriation; and 
Objectives for the budget formulation year based on the President’s request to Congress. 

” 

EM will use the data collected in the Fall to develop the Congressional Budget Request, Recently, EM 
collected performance measure actuals for FY 1998 and is now collecting performance measure targets 
for FY 1999 and FY 2000 (based on the appropriation and request respectively) by PBS in the “Budget 
Data Template”. This template is the vehicle by which OperationsEield Offices report to Headquarters 
the budget authority and performance measure data for FY 1998, FY 1999, and Ey 2000. 

Because of variances carried in baselines (within baseline change thresholds) and timing factors 
associated with data collection, it is possible that annual performance goals for the three year budget 
window as reflected in the baseline section of a PBS, could differ from annual performance goals for the 
three year budget window as reflected in the budget section of the PBS. The portrayal of site baselines in 
PBSs each year must be consisfent with (but not necessarily identical to) Congressional Budget Requests. 

., 

It is essential that EM can always provide traceability for the performance commitments in the 
Congressional Budget,Request back to the baselines. This need for traceability poses a challenge to 
Headquarters and OfierationdField Offices as budgeting and baselixie planning assumptions 
change through time and requires both OperationdField Office and Headquarters diligence in 
documenting changes in both baseline and budget documentation. Site project control systems 
should be the primary method by which Project Managers track and document differences. While 
these differences do not need to be routinely reported to Headquarters, sites should always be 
prepared to provide an explanation if requested. 

Dollars and Metrics for FY 1998 
As EM closes out Ey 1998, it must collect data that reflects actuals for the fiscal year (e.g., baseline 
costs, BA, performance measures, etc.). The budget section of the PBS should show how much new BA 
was actually allocated to each project. The baseline section of the PBS should show how much is costed 
by project (based on the recast for FY 1998). Performance measures for FY 1998 will show what was 
planned for FY 1998 (as stated in the FY 1999 Congressional Budget Request) along with what was 
actually accomplished. Milestone information will also show what was planned and accomplished as 
reflected in the PBS. BA and cost may differ for definitional reasons, but both relate to the scope of 
work that was accomplished in FY 1998. Each OperationsEield Office should be prepared to explain 
why actual performance varied from what was stated in the W 1998 column of the Ey 1999 
Congressional Budget Request. Furthermore, OperationsEield Offices will need to explain how they 
performed relative to their baseline planning objectives for FY 1998 and what impact that performance 
will have on the overall life-cycle cost and schedule of the EM program under their jurisdiction. 

Dollars and Metrics for FY 1999 
FY 1999 is currently the execution year. The planned scope reflected in the baseline section of the PBSs 
for FY 1999 must be consistent with the scope and schedule articulated in the FY 1999 column of the FY 
2000 Congressional budget (i.e., the same basic policy assumptions must be consistent). However, 
specific performance measure goals in the budget may vary from those in the baseline due to normal 
variances in the baseline and the timing of data collection. EM Headquarters has already requested sites 
to explain any major variances between the FY 1999 performance goals made to Congress in the FY 
1999 Congressional request and the latest performance goals for FY 1999 as documented in the FY 2000 
Congressional request. As the year progresses, OperationsRield Offices will need to record actual 
accomplishments in site project control systems and provide accurate reports on performance in FY 1999 

December 2 1, 1998 4-7 



‘ I  

, I  

, 
against planned BA, planned cost, planned milestones, and planned performance goals. As in FY 1998, 
EM will close out FY 1999 and require documentation to explain variances between budget and baseline 
performance goals and actual results. . 

Dollars and Metrics for F?! 2000 
For FY 2000, baseline scope objectives must be consistent with the policy assumptions used in the FY 
2000 Congressional budget. BA and performance goals for FY 2000 will be documented in the FY 2000 
Congressional Budget Request. At about the same time, OperationslField Offices will provide an update 
to Headquarters of baseline information. OperationslField Offices should be able to explain any 
differences between the FY 2000 baseline accomplishments in FY 2000 and FY 2000 Congressional 
budget accomplishments in FY 2000.. Next Fall, OperationsField Offices will provide an update to the. 
FY 2000 performance goals based on the FY 2000 appropriation and will then proceed to execute work 
in FY 2000. At the end of FY 2000, OperationsField Offices should be prepared to compare FY 2000 
actuals back to the original goals set in the FY 2000 Congressional Budget Request. . 

Dollars and Metrics for FY2001 
For FY 2001, Headquarters recognizes that each Operationflield Office is just beginning the budget 
formulation process ap@ that planning assumptions developed for initial budget targets wili’differ from 
the baseline. .TherefoFe, for Fy 2001, baseline scope objectives and budget scope objectives will show a 
variance. The differences between what presumably can be.accomplished in the baseline (the “planning 
level”) versus what presumably can be accomplished at the BA “target level” will be communicated 
through several meihanisms including: .. 

,’ 
<. 

’ 

i 
I 

! 

I 
! 

I 
I 

The IPL - The FY 2001 IPL will build from zero up to the baseline (i.e., planning) requirements 
level (in priority order). . 

Draft F’Y 2001 Performance Measures - In April, sites will be required to submit preliminary 
performance goals for FY 2001 based on the BA target. These goals will differ from baseline goals 
for FY 2001. The difference will primarily be attributable to the difference between the BA target- 
level funding and the full requirements as documented in the baseline section of the PBS. . ’ 

I 

Use of Baseline and Budget Data in Paths to Closure 
Paths to Closure needs to fully reflect the life-cycle scope and cost as described in site baselines and the 
baseline section of the PBS. At the same time, Paths to Closure must be consistent with the FY 2000 
Congressional Budget Request including both the policy direction and BA levels. Therefore, EM will 
take the following approach in Paths to Closure: 

Base any lifecycle estimates of cost or total metrics (total volumes of waste, total number 
of release sites, etc.) on the baseline. Use of baseline information for lifecycle reporting is 
necessary to capture the entire scope of the EM program. 

Mention BA in any discussion of annualized dollar amounts for FY 1998, FY 1999, and/or 
FY 2000. BA must be used to ensure consistency with the FY 2000 Congressional budget. 
However, if the discussion warrants a clear distinction between BA and cost, the baseline 
cost numbers will be presented and explained as well. 

Base any discussion of performance measures for FY 1998 or FY 1999 on the FY 1998 or 
FY 1999 column of the Congressional budget. Actual accomplishments for FY 1998 should 
be consistent between any baseline or budget documentation. FY 1999, performance targets 
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may differ in baseline documentation (as reflected in the baseline section of the PBS or 
SDD) as a result of normal variances carried in baselines. 

State in any discussion of metrics for FY 2000 whether scope measures are based on budget 
estimates (consistent with the Congressional Budget Request) or the baseline (consistent 
with the baseline section of the PBSs and SDD). 

Base any discussion of,dollars or metrics in FY 2Q01 on the baseline. The FY 2001 budget 
will be in the formulation process; as a result, it will not be appropriate to discuss the 
specific numbers in the Ey 1999 version 6.T Paths tu Closure. 

, 

4.3.2 performance Measures and Stream Disposition Data 

Stream level data can be summarized by performance measure reporting category (e.g., LLW Disposal - 
On-SitdCommercial) at the PdS level. This linkage between lifecycle disposition planning numbers 
and performance measures allows EM to discuss annual goals and objectives in the context of total 
program scope. There are however, two factors preventing performance measure goals from simply 
being a mathematical rollup of all SDDi _ _  

Not all streams are considered “performance measure streams”. For example, remediation waste is 
currently not counted as a performance measure. Therefore, there are “ methods for how specific 
budget/performance categories are computed from SDD in terms of which stream to count and 
which streams to ignore. EM will provide specific instructions for how to identify “performance 
measure streams” in the Detailed Stream Disposition Data Instructions. 

SDD reflect the baseline, not the budget in the planning and formulation years. Therefore, the 
budget performance measure targets for these years could vary from the mathematicallyderived 
volume from the SDD. However, while not the same, there is an expectation that the budget-based 
performance targets are related to the rolled-up “performance measure streams” from the SDD. 

OperationsField Offices should keep the relationship between “performance measure streams” and all 
project-level streams in mind as they update performance measure targets (as part of budget updates) and 
SDD (as part of baseline updates). As discussed above, OperationsField Offices will be required to 
explain differences between baseline (SDD) and budget (project-level) performance targets in any given 
year and explain differences in targets for any given year over the life cycle. As each year is closed out, 
EM will require preliminary actuals for project-level performance measures in the Fall. In the Spring, 

“performance measure” stream-level actuals for the prior year (from site baseline documentation) will 
equal the total project-level prior year actuals (from budget documentation). For example, for FY 1998, 
the sum of “performance measure stream” actuals for FY 1998 should be the same as the FY 1998 
project-level actuals reported in the limited fall budget update. 

i when OperationsField Offices update SDD-level information, there will be an expectation that the 

For the execution year, the general rules from section 4.3.1 apply. Budget-based performance targets 
should be based on the derived numbers from the baseline SDD but they may differ due to variances 
carried in baselines and timing differences in data collection. OperationsField Offices should be able to 
explain these differences. For the budget year, differences between SDD and performance measure 
targets (in the Congressional Budget Request) should be explainable.. From the Congressional budget 
submission, through appropriations, execution, and yearend close-out, OperationsField Offices should 
be prepared to explain variations between SDD estimates and performance measures. 
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4.3.3 Stream Disposition Data and the Critical Closure Path 

Annual disposition planning data (i.e., disposition/shipping schedules) must be internally consistent with 
project completion and site closure data reflected elsewhere in the PBS or critical closure path 
milestones. Certain annual disposition data form the basis for determjning completion and closure 
schedules. In order to improve data interrelationships, EM is requesting that OperationdField Offices 
identify streams that are on or influence the critical closure path.’ -This identification is being 
accomplished through a simple Yes90 field in the SDD tables, 

4.3.4 Milestones and. the Critical Closure Path 7 

As part of the baseline documentation, each PBS must contain a list of important life cycle milestones 
with planned completion dates. Headquarters has identified milestones that must be included in the PBS: 

Enforceable Agreement- Commitments 

Inter-site Implications 

Critical Closure Path 

Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) Commitments 
Management Commitments (performance commitments in current year) 
Major Decision Pgint (e.g., Environmental Impact Statements (EISs), RODS) 

Critical Decision (those tracked for line item projects, strategic systems, etc.) 

Project Start and End Dates. 

_ _  

Last year, as part of the data collection for Paths to Closure, EM Headquarters required a separate list of 
critical closure activities and events outside of the PBS. This method of collection led to duplicative and 
sometimes conflicting data submissions from the OperationsField Offices. This year, EM is establishing 
a stronger tie between project milestones and the critical closure path. OperationdField Offices will 
“tag” project milestones on8the critical path instead of providing a separate list. One benefit of this 
approach is the linkage of critical closure milestones directly to execution tracking. EM will track 
project milestones on a quarterly basis in the execution tracking system. Therefore, each quarter, EM 
Headquarters will receive a status on all milestones including those that are on the critical closure path. 

4.3.5 Programmatic Risk with Stream Disposition Data and Science and Technology Development 

Each disposition stream hai  an associated programmatic risk score. Every stream must be scored with 
respect to three programmatic risk categories -- scope, technology, and inter-site dependencies. The 
scoring is based on a 1-5 scale where five is high risk. These programmatic risk scores help identify 
areas that require management attention - areas that could result in significant cost growth or schedule 
delays. Each disposition facility may also be scored (1-5) for any facility and/or equipment limitations 
that may be barriers to stream disposition (see Attachment H for programmatic risk definitions). Field 
Managers must also identify science and technology needs for each stream (provided that a need exists 
for the stream). The technology needs, chosen from a valid list that each Operations/Field Office 
prepares annually, links stream disposition data (SDD) to science and technology development through 
technological risk scores. 
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4.3.6 Programmatic Risk with Critical Closure Path Milestones and Science and Technology 
Development 

Similar to disposition streams, each critical closure path milestone (event or activity) is associated with a 
programmatic risk score (provided that a risk exists for the milestone). The programma& risk categories 
and scale are the same for critical closure path milestones as they are for disposition streams. For those 
critical closure milestones, Project Managers identify science and’technology needs from the valid list 
that each OperationsField Office has previously prepared. Thus, the science and technology needs are 
also linked to the critical closure patk 

4.3.7 Science and Technology Development and Projects 

As described elsewhere in this section, there is connectivity between the waste stream data in the SDD, 
the critical closure path data, and the relevant PBSs. While these relationships are important for overall 
data quality, they are particularry important in t e r n  of validating the Ey 1999 site science and 
technology needs and opportunity statements, and prioritizing and measuring the value of the Focus Area 
Work Packages. The ties are made by (1) linking the waste stream data from the SDD to the PBSs; (2) 
linking the critical closuse path milestones to the PBSs; and (3) adding the relevant Focus Area Work 
Packages to the SDD &d to the critical closure path milestones. This third requirement is-in addition to 
providing the relevant science, and technology needdopportunities for the streams and critical activity 
descriptions. At the PBS level, aggregate potential cost savings for each technology can be estimated 
leading to an overall potential benefit to the EM program from the deployment of new technologies. The 
Office of Science and Technology uses this information in its prioritization efforts and deployment 
strategies as discussed in Chapter 9. Exhibit 4-1 (on the next page) depicts the relationship between the 
critical closure path, SDD, and technology deployment. 

-r 
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Exhibit 4-1: Science and Technology Development 
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Chapter 5 National Planning Assumptions 

OperationsField Office Paths to Closure submissions and the data submitted to Headquarters should be 
based upon the following national planning assumptions: 

Compliance - The Department places a high priority on compliance with environmental laws, 
regulations, agreements, standards, nuclear safety rules, and other applicable requirements. Site 
Paths to Closure reports must mflect and explicitly state this position. In completing PBSs, 
Operationsfiield Offices must identify regulatory,$rivers for each EM project. Also, PBSs must 
include all significant enforceable agreement mile’stones and DNFSB milestones. As part of the 
FY 2001 formulation process, each Operationsfiield .Office must tie Ey 2001 BA’to compliance 
drivers in its IPL. 

Public, Worker, and Enfironmental Risk- EM’S policies include ensuring the safety and health 
of workers and reducing 3sks to the public and the environment. Accordingly, site baselines and 
Paths to Closure documents should be developed consistent with the statement “do work safely or 
don’t do it.” Hazard management is an integral part of setting priorities, sequencing project work, 
measuring progress, and demonstrating that EM is managing hazards. Initiatives insite Parhs to 
Closure should place priorities on projects that reduce risks. 

Funding ConstraintdBudget Targets - OperationdField Offices should use the $5.75 billion 
planning levels provided in the October 20, 1997 guidance package when developing this year’s 
lifecycle cost estimates. Baselines should reflect compliance needs as described in the first bullet 
point above; however, given budget constraints, Opemtionsfiield Offices should avoid submitting 
baselines with unrealistic funding levels relative to recent historical experience. 

EM assumes a site is “complete” when: 
- Deactivation and decommissioning of all facilities currently in the EM program have been 

completed, excluding any long-term surveillance and monitoring (LTS&M), 
All releases to the environment have been cleaned up in accordance with agreed-upon cleanup 
standards, 
Groundwater contamination has been contained, or long-term treatment or monitoring is in 

Nuclear material and spent fuel have been stabilized and/or placed in safe long-term storage, 
and 
“Legacy” waste (i.e., waste produced by past nuclear weapons production activities, with the 
exception of high-level waste) has been disposed of in an approved manner. 

- 

- 
’ place, 
- 

- 

This definition does not imply that EM or DOE is leaving the site when the defined criteria are 
met. Nor does this definition preclude future uses for sites. Site Paths to Closure and associated 
PBSs should include appropriate EM planning assumptions and cost estimates for LTS&M (see 
next bullet point), groundwater treatment, and long-term storagddisposal activities at sites when 
those activities extend beyond the EM completion date. , 

Stewardship and Long-term Surveillance and Monitoring (LTS&M) -Each site needs to be 
able to delineate between active cleanup costs and stewardship costs. For projects with 
stewardship responsibilities, sites should provide a life-cycle cost estimate through completion of 
site cleanup activities, as described above, and an annual estimate of LTS&M costs beyond project 
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completion. (See Section 7.3 for details.) This approach is different from last year's approach 
because it does not assume a life-cycle defined by a fixed end date (i.e., 2070). 

End States - Site .Paths to Closure and associated data should be based on the best available end 
state (or end point) assumptions for each geographic site. However, decisions abOut end states and 
cleanup approaches to achieve those end states will ultimately be made in accordance with the 
requirements of CERCLA, RCRA, and'other applicable statutes and may differ.from the 
assumptions described in this pocument: At sites where sjgnificant differences could exist between 
the planning end state and the ultimate end state, Headquarters may request an order of magnitude 
estimate of the costs to reach a range of alternat$knd states. Of particular interest is the estimated 
cost to deactivate and decommission the gaseous diffusion plants at Portsmouth and Paducah, and 
the estimated coststo dezomrnission the major facilities (e.g., the canyons) at Savannah River. 

. 

Program Direction - Headquarters will report costs associated with Program Direction in a 
separate PBS. Although'hes may track Program Direction costs in their project control systems, 
sites should not develop a PBS for Program Direction. 

Privatizatihn - For this update, Operations/Field Offices 
should not repoh BA above their targets for any new 
privatization projects. BA for approved, pre-existing 
privatization projects must be included in each 
OperationsField Office BA submittal and is permitted to 
exceed the target funding level in the near term. Baseline 
cost estimates for privatization projects should reflect 
outlays. Outlays for existing privatization projects must be 
included in Operationflield Office baselines and 
consequently in a PBS. 

Privatization Projects 

For privatization projects, 

I ' baseline estimated cost should 
. reflect the estimated outlay 
profile for'the project. 

Baseline Costs/Escalation - Baseline costs are found in two places: at the project level and at the 
SSL by category (e.g., landlord or remediation). Baseline costs should be reported in current (i.e. 
escalated) dollars., The escalation rate, as specified by OMB, will be provided under separate 
cover. The PBS will automatically calculate baseline costs in consfant 1999 dollars. 

Facilities - The Site Paths tu Closure submittal and its supporting PBSs should include only 
facilities currently in the EM program. This facility estimate should include all active facilities 
presently in EM'S inventory. Until FY 2002, the EM program assumes that it will maintain a 
stable scope of facilities and will not require revisions to accommodate additional facilities 
transferred from other programs. Starting in Ey 2002, transfers of excess facilities into the EM 
program will become a possibility. 

Each Operations/Field Office must provide an order of magnitude estimate of the potential 
financial liability posed by the future transfer of additional excess facilities (i.e., those not in the 
baseline). This estimate should include all facilities not in the EM inventory that are currently 
excess or projected to be excess as of the date of the data submittal. Again, this estimate should 
not be part of a PBS; rather, it will be provided separately in the SSL and represents additional 
costs above the baseline estimates. 

Enhanced Performance - Baselines should npt include enhanced performance assumptions that 
the  site h& not yet found a way to achieve. 
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9 Non-EM Newly Generated Waste and Associated Costs - It is EM’S goal to transfer financial 
responsibility for newly generated wastes to the generating program as soon as possible. For data 
analysis purposes, EM will assume all responsibility has been transferred by 2001. For 
Albuquerque, Headquarters assumes that transfer of newly generated waste activities will be 
complete by FY 1999. If these costs have been included in.a site baseline, the site must identify 
those costs in the PBS. Once responsibility has been transferred, the target level of funding for that 
project is no longer available for EM to request, effectivdy reducing the target. This reduction in 
funding target occurs because EM assumes that as financial responsibility for newly generated 
waste transfers to generator programs, corresponlding EM budget target funding also transfer. 
Regardless of the transfer strategy, Paths to Closure will not include non-EM newly generated 
waste management costs associated with operating DOE facilities in the lifecycle completion 
estimate. The waste management costs associated with newly-generated non-EM waste must be 
separated from costs assqciated with legacy waste and waste generated as part of the cleanup 
program in the PBS. EM will disclose the newly-generated non-.EM waste management costs. 

Program offices (e.g., Defense P r o w ,  Environmental Management) have agreed to provide 
waste management data, including waste volume data, to meet external reporting rquirements. To 
implement this afleement, each OperationdField Office must provide disposition data for all years 
of “DOE waste management” operations, and where applicable, the date when financial 
responsibility for newly generated waste transfers to another program. Information on DOE waste 
management functions are needed to support a variety of DOE complex-wide capacity and 
configuration analyses. EM-specific analyses, performance measures, management commitments, 
etc., will rely on the re-engineering transfer date to truncate the DOE lifecycle schedules and 
volumetric data and develop EM lifecycle schedules and data, as appropriate. 

Other non-EM Costs in the Baseline - OperationsEield Offices should explicitly identify in each 
PBS any other estimated costs in their baselines that they expect another entity to pay (e.g., other 
DOE program office, state, private corporation). 

Stream- Definition Rules for PBSs- 
- 

’ 

The October 1997 guidance defined “streams” as “a group of materials, media, or wastes 
having similar origins, management requirements [same disposition path], or  barriers 
to disposition”. 

For example, a site might designate one stream on a Baseline Disposition Map of various 
types of acidic waste in inventory that must be neutralized in an on-site treatment facility 
prior to any other management step. The neutralized sludge resulting from that process 
would be a new stream with different characteristics and management requirements. It must 
go through a stabilization process before it can be disposed. The stabilized neutralized 
sludge resulting from that process is another new stream, now ready for disposal. In this 
example, the site dispositions three separate streams (acidic waste, secondary waste sludge 
resulting from treatment, and stabilized, disposal-ready sludge) with different management 
requirements into three separate processes (neutralization, stabilization, and disposal). Each 
stream is depicted separately on a Baseline Disposition Map and represents a unit of work 
scope to be completed sometime during the life of an EM project. 

- To facilitate the continuing integration and alignment of project scope and cost, this 
guidance further defines streams as being stored or dispositioned by only one EM 
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project (i.e., PBS) in a given year. That is, Project Managers may not associate two or 
more projects with a given stream.in a single year. One PBS, however, may have more than 
one storage or disposition stream. 

As in the above example, the Operationsfiield Office might manage the acidic waste stream 
in inventory (stored) by PBS A and the acidic wasteneutralization process by PBS B. 
However, no other project’should have shared responsibility (with PBS A) for storing the 
acidic waste or sharedkesponsibility’(with PBS B) for seeing that the acidic waste is 
.neutralized. Thus, no more than one projgpt is associated with storage or disposition of a 
waste stream in the same year. Operation‘flield Offices can manage any number of streams 
under a given project. (PBS A could be responsible for managing a!l aspects of all three 
streams from storage through neutralization, stabilization, and disposal;) 

- In the past, OperationdField Offices have associated some streams with more than one PBS 
for storage or diiposition in a given year. This situation made responsibility and 
accountability ‘for storage or disposition ambiguous and complicated PBS-level summaries 
of performance measures and costs. Program Managers must split the few streams 
affected:into two or more streams so that only one EM project is respoiiible for 
storage or disposition in a given year. If, as in the above example, the manager stored the 
acidic waste stream in a large tank system managed by PBS A, but also in 5-gallon cans in a 
laboratory managed by PBS C, the acidic stream should be split into two separate streams 
(containerized acidic waste and acidic tank waste) that have unique management (storage) 
requirements, one requirement managed by PBS A and one requirement managed by PBS C. 

Multiple projects frequently generate one stream. Although EM Headquarters is not 
requiring generation PBSs to be identified because there may be multiple sources, some 
Operations/Field Offices have expressed a desire to identify generation PBSs. 
OperationdField Offices have the option to identify generation PBSs. OperationdField 
Offices should determine the “responsible” project based on direct operational 
responsibility for storage or disposition. Note that the project expends funds managing the 
waste but does not necessarily provide the fbnding. 

Waste/Materials Disposition - Baseline data must be consistent with formal Departmental 
decisions, stakeholder and Tribal Nation agreements and permits relating to approved, authorized, 
and/or permitted treatment and disposal sites/facilities; quantities that the Department has formally 
agreed to move off site; and approved generator lists at receiving sites. If for ahy reason the 
baseline disposition of a stream (or alternatives being negotiated) cannot be effectively aligned 
with formal decisions or agreements, the disposition for that stream should be designated as “to be 
determined” or “TBD”. TBDs related to Records of Decision for treatment and disposal of MLLW 
and LLW must remain TBDs until formal decisions are announced in 1999. 

Defining “TBD” in SDD - Project Managers can reflect uncertainty regarding stream disposition 
as a to be determined (TBD) in four disposition data elements: disposition activity, site, facility, 
and/or technology. EM will collect information for each TBD stream to specify the reason(s) for 
its TBD status (see below), but they generally relate to the programmatic risk categories and the 
degree of unceitainty associated with inter-site dependencies, work scope definition (as result of 
insufficient waste or media characterization), lack of appropriate technology or facility/equipment 
limitations. As stated above, TBDs related to Departmental decision making processes (NEPA 
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RODS) and negotiations. with receiving sites and their stakeholders, regulators, and Tribal Nations 
are of critical importance. 

EM will provide a pick list of possible reasons why a stream may have TBD status. 
Operationsfiield Offices have the option of adding to this list as.appropriate to describe their 
particular situation. For example the pick list would includc: No disposition policy; Nofacility 
identified; Inadequate finding; Contracts not in place; Waste not characterized suficiently; 
Technology not identified; ROP not issued (CERCLA or NEPA). . .  

0 Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) - When pr66aring life-cycle planning data, OperationsField 
Offices should assume that WIPP will open in J a n u d  FY 1999 to acce'pt non-mixed transuranic 
waste. OperationsField Offices should also assume that WIPP will begin to accept mixed 
transuranic waste in late calendar year 1999. W P  is not licensed to accept non-Defense 
transuranic waste. If your Operations/Field Office intends to ship waste to WIPP, there must be a 
discussion with the CarlsLad Area Office (CAO) to ensure that the shipping and receiving volumes 
are scheduled similarly. Furthermore, sites should work with CAO to make sure they will comply 
with the draft RCRA Part B Permit characterization and quality assurance requirements. 

Involvement of'Tnbal Nations, State and Local Government Officials, Regulators, and 
Stakeholders - Consistent with the Department's Public Participation Policy (DOE Policy 1210.0) 
and EM'S Public Participation Policy of May 1, 1995, Tribal Nations, state and local government 
officials, regulators, and stakeholders should be afforded ample opportunities for substantive 
involvement in the phased development of each OperationsField Office's FY 2001 budget and 
lifecycle planning subdttal. Accordingly, sites should engage Tribal Nations, state and local 
government officials, regulators, and stakeholders throughout the development of lifecycle data 
and the FY 2001 budget formulation processes. In addition, Tribal Nations, state and local 
government officials, regulators, and stakeholders should be afforded the opportunity to participate 
in the development of the FY 1999 site Paths to Closure report, including the development of site 
risk profiles and integration proposals. 

_ _  

! 
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CHAPTER 6 THE FY 2001 BUDGET FORMULATION PROCESS 

In order to provide timely input into the Department’s FY 2001 budget formulation process, EM is 
requesting that each Operations/Field Office submit the following deliverables, based on the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) targets (which will be provided as soon as they becomk available): 

An FY 2001 Integrated Priority List (IPL); 
FY 2001 Budget Authority (BA) and performance measures data; 
Ancillary requirements (Le., Re-Engineering Waste Management; and Non-Federal Security 
Investigations, and Department of Energy Field Budget Call Exhibits). Input is due by April 15, 
- 1999. EM will collect this information as part of the overall Spring Update through the Limited 
Updating, Viewing, and Reporting Tool on April 15”’. 

6.1 Budget Targets 4 ,  

OM33 is in the process of developing EM’s Ey 2000 funding and outyear targets. Funding levels for the 
FY 2000 Congressiond,Budget Request and outye& targets for FY 2001 and beyond will be forwarded 
to you as soon as theybecome available. However, all targets will be embargoed until eaify February 
1999 when the President releases the FY 2000 budget request to Congress. As soon as these funding 
levels are received, two tables showing budget targets will be forwarded for your use in developing the 
FY 2001 budget materials. The first table will show EM’s FY 2000 Congressional Budget Request as 
well as outyear targets for Ey 2001 through FY 2006. These are the targets that will accompany the 
President’s FY 2000 budget request. A second table will show the FY 2001 target level along with an 
85% “below-target” level for FY 2001 from which our impact analyses will begin. These targets should 
be considered for budget-building purposes only at this time. 

All OperationsEield Offices are asked to review their FY 1999 funding allocation letters which were 
sent by Acting Assistant Secretary James M. Owendoff on November 20,1998. As part of the Ey 2001 
program, each OperationsField Office is responsible for funding requirements identified in the 
attachment to that letter, including Congressional and Departmental Priorities. EM is responsible for 
monitoring both site baseline and budget information and how they relate to one another over time. 
Therefore, the portrayal of site baselines in PBSs each year must be consistent with (but not necessarily 
identical to) Congressional Budget Requests. If an Operations/Field Office is aware of additional 
requirements which have become known since transmittal of the November 20, 1998 letters or if 
additional requirements become known before the submittal date of April 15, 1999, those requirements 
should be incorporated in the FY 2001 program as well. 

As a reminder, all budget materials for Program Direction, Science and Technology, and the National 
Programs will be prepared by Headquarters and that funding will not be included in the OperationsRield 
Office targets. However, the Centers for Excellence are to be included as part of the field submittals and 
that funding will be included in the targets (except for the Center for Risk Excellence which will be 
included in the Science and Technology target). 

6.2 Integrated Priority List 

Each OperationsField Office is required to provide one FY 2001 IPL. This “optimal case” IPL will 
reflect the trade-offs each OperationsEield Office deems appropriate to present a balanced program. 
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It is recognized that each Operations/Field Office has its own priority-setting process or system in place. 
Some site priority-setting processes may be quantitative in nature while others may be qualitative. EM 
Headquarters does not intend to impose a standardized prioritization system, nor will it compare the 
prioritization system results from site to site. It is recognized that each process or system was designed 
with input from regulators, local stakeholders, and Tribal Nations. However, OperationWield Offices 
should also consider the following EM principles in developing their priority lists. 

Eliminate the most urgent risk: 

Reduce mortgage and support costs to free up fundi for further risk reduction. 
Protect worker health and safety. 
Reduce the generation of wastes 
Create a collaborative relationship between DOE, regulators, stakeholders, and Tribal Nations. 
Focus science and technology development on filling technology gaps and costlrisk reduction. 
btegrate waste treatment &d disposal across sites. 

Maintain compliance. .I 

The process used for project prioritization and sequencing to maintain project &d end-state integrity, 
while ensuripg the safe& of site workers and the public, is particularly significant in casesrelating to 
budget constraints and changing project scope and schedules. IPL data will represent the 
OperationsField Office's current prioritization of EM projects and will help to'make &e tradeoffs 
behveen different strategic approaches more explicit. Stakeholders should participate at the site level in 
how work is prioritized. 

Embargoed Funding Targets 
Funding levels for the Fy 2000 Congressional Budget Request and outyear targets for Ey 2001 and 
beyond will be forwarded as soon as they become available. However, all targets will be embargoed 
until early February 1999 when the President releases the Ey 2000 budget request to Congress. While 
the specific funding amounts may not be discussed with stakeholders, this does not preclude general 
discussions of a site's program and priorities. Operations/Field Offices are encouraged to undertake 
these discussions as early as possible in the process, with more specific funding discussions occumng 
after the release of the FY 2000 Congressional Request in February 1999. Please note, Operationsfiield 
Offices should not use outyear BA targets to develop outyear baseline costs. 

1 
i 
I 
! 

1 

Building the IPL 
The IPL should outline, by sub-PBS level of detail, the entire scope of work that the site would be able to 
accomplish in FY 2001 at various funding levels (below target, target, and planning). The planning level 
should reflect all requirements necessary to accomplish work scope described in the site baseline. The 
below target program must first be prioritized. The below target program is defined as the program that 
would be accomplished at a level 15% below the target. Next, prioritization would continue to the full 
target level. Please note that only traditional budget authority is to be prioritized (no Privatization 
funding). 

Within the target level of funding, OperationsField Offices are expected, to the extent possible, to 
include all compliance, risk, minimum safety, acceleration activities, as well as the operating (base 
program) portion of any privatization projects. If these activities cannot be accommodated within the 
target level, the OperationsField Office should include these activities as an over-target item on the 
priority lists. All over-target items must be prioritized and included on the IPL in the same manner as the 
within target items. The IPL should go up to a BA level necessary to meet full baseline needs. 

' 
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Categorization of PBSs 
All sub-PBS entries must be categorized in terms of Compliance Driver as well as Peer Review Work 
Classification Definitions (see description of categories below). The compliance drivers are the same 
categories that were used to develop the FY 2000 budget. The Peer Review Categories are to be added 
for FY 2001, using the FY 2000 Peer Review experience as a guide for categorizing N 2001. FY 2000 
Peer Review data is available, by PBS and in summary, via the FTCP server used for budget information 
[Userid: embudget; Password: Ibudgetpw; Note that both the userid and the password are case sensitive]. 

As in past years, for each element in the IPL, the BA associated with the element must be allocated into 
the 10 driver categories found in Exhibit 6-1. In most c’a’ses, more than one programmatic driver category 
will apply to a single IPL element. In the case where several programmatic drivers apply to a part of an 
IPL element and there is no way to discern which programmatic driver applies to which part (i.e., they 
are overlapping to the extent that they cannot be separated), the Project Manager should assign the BA to 
the programmatic driver categoy ranking the highest from Exhibit 6-1. If there is another part of the 
same IPL element for which a Spkcific driver can be separately identified, funding for that driver should 
be included in the column for that specific driver in the same IPL element line. 

At the same time, each,element must be binned into one and only one Peer Review category as listed in 
Exhibit 6-2. Each element should be assigned to the category that best describes the activity. If 
necessary, Operations/Field Offices should consider splitting an IPL element to more accurately 
categorize the activity. 

b. 

i 

i 
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Exhibit 6-1: Programmatic Driver Categories 

Category 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Description of Driver 

Required b y  a compliance nareernent. This category includes,activities required to meet enforceable 
milestones agreed to in cleanup and compliance agreements as well as program suppodmanagement 
activities that are directly required to meet such milestones. 

Required bv a courr\prder. setrlernent aRreeinents. or consent decree. This category includes 
activities taken to comply with consent decrees, settlement agreements. or court orders, as well as 
program suppodmanagement activities thacdirectly support such activities, 

Required by federal environmental statute or reaulation (includes permits). This category includes 
activities required to comply with federal environmental statutes, regulations, and permits that are not 
already captured under categories 1.2.4, or 6. Federal environmental statutes include but are not 
limited to, the Atomic Energy Act, the Pollution Prevention Act. Clean air Act, Clean Water Act, 
Resource Codervation and Recovery Act, Safe Water Drinking Act, Comprehensive Environmental 
Policy Ac? This category also includes program suppodmanagement activities that directly support 
compliance with these federal laws and regulations. 

.--,. .... Required bv state or focal statute or reaulation (include  emit^. This categoy includes activities 
n&sary to comply with applicable state or local statyes, regulations, existing permits, drat? permits; 
or proposed agreemen? that are notalready captured under compliance categories 1,2, or 3. This 
category also includes program suppodmanagement activities that directly support compliance with 

. 
, 

’ these laws and regulations. 

Required to comRlv with commitments to the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board. This category 
includes activities necessary to comply with Departmental commitments to the DNFSB. This 
category also includes program suppodmanagement activities that directly support compliance with 
such commitments. 

Required bv Department of Enernv Order - Environment, Safety, and Health (Department o f  Enerny 
ES&H). This category includes activities required to meeting one or more internal Department of 
Energy ES&H requirements, that are not already captured by categories 1 ,2 ,3 ,4 ,  or 5. This category 
also includes Executive Orders and program suppodmanagement that directly support compliance 
with Department of Energy ES&H orders. 

Reauired bv Department of Enern Order - Manaaernent and Other. This category includes all 
actions taken in response to Department of Energy orders designed to implement best management 
practices. Progradmanagement support activities (such as Department of Energy staff, support 
contractors, budget planning, and facility operation) are included in this category when the primary 
activity to be supported does not fall under categories 1.2, 3 ,4 ,5 ,  or 6 above. 

Required bv Aareenients in Principle or Aareements with Indian Nations. This category includes 
activities that are not required by either categories 1 ,2 ,3 ,4 .  5, or 6 above, but are essential to meeting 
requirements of Agreements in Principle or agreements with Indian nations. 

Reauired to meet a proposed Compliance Anreernen!. This category includes proposed or ongoing 
activities that are required by the projected provision of a proposed compliance agreements and are not 
already captured by categories 1 ,2 ,3 ,  or 4. 

Other Essential Mananernent Functions. This category includes activities that are not required by 
either environmental law or internal S&H requiremen’ts, but are considered essential to effective site 
operations. 

\ 
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Exhibit 6-2: Peer Review Work Classification Definitions 

Work Classification 

A 

B 

. -' C 
i; '. 

D 

F 

G 

Definition 

Minimum Safety. Those surveillance, maintenance, and support 
activities required to control existing material, waste, and facilities in a 
safe, stable condition (e.g., maintain ventilation systems to prevent 
buildup'of explosive gases). No remediation, stabilization or disposal 
will occur unless safety reiated. Activities which simply comply with 
regulatory requirements and agreements but are not necessary for safe 
operations will not be included. 

Essential Services. The balance of activities required to maintain the 
faeility without advancing the mission (e.g., security outside the site 

.fence). 

Significant Safe0 Risks. Work required to mitigate known risks (e.g., 
DNFSB.94-1) which pose a significant hazard to workers, public andlor 
the environment. 

Additional Environmental Requirements. All other environmental 
activities (e.g., low risk environmental restoration) that have not been 
placed in any other of the Peer Review Work Classifications. 

Non-Proliferation. Management and disposition of foreign spent nuclear 
fuel and special nuclear material (e.g., IAEA). 

Mortnane Reduction. Investing in activities that will result in lower life 
cycle costs (e.g., accelerated processing to close out HLW tanks). 

Communitv Mandates. Activities resulting from implementation of DOE 
policies. Examples include but are not limited to PILT, State Oversight, 
A B ,  HBCUs, Tribal Grants, cooperative agreements, emergency 
preparedness grants, and openness initiatives. Litigation and 
adjustments to under-funded pensions are also part of this classification. 

For each sub-PBS activity on the IPL provide: 
Narrative impacts for elements at 85% (and above) of the target BA on compliance in EY 2001. 
Narrative impacts on outyear compliance milestones, program scope, schedule, and closure dates. 
Please be sure to explicitly identify the year in which the anticipated compliance impact is to occur. 
Also identify whether any issue arises because of the FY 2001 target or the outyear target or a 
combination. Impacts should include the benefits of funding the activity as well as the adverse 
impacts from a failure to fund the activity. 
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Please note that Site Summary Level Data must include Impact statements for the decrement and target 
levels of funding. These impact statements will provide the probability of funding levels affecting: 1) 
closure dates; and 2) cost increases greater than 5%. 

6.3 FY 2001 Performance-based Budget 

EM has established a budget structure that more closely aligns EM’s goals of accelerating cleanup and 
project-based management. This Sthcture is intended to impro+e EM’S ability to track progress and 
costs and provide a more understandable reporting stru*qture. 

Management and Budget’s (Om) 
requirement for significantly more detailed 
and improved performance information in the 
FY 2001 budget request. The Ey 2001 
performance-based budget information will 

The FY 2001 budget narrative will be organized by Project Baseline Summary and will describe (1) the i 

Project Baseline Summary - Cross Funding 
Consistent with the FY 2000 submission, PBSs 
will need to be structured so that each PBS: 

-Contains funding for only ONE -- 
appropriation account (privatization 
projects should continue to be included as 
a separate appropriation account), 
Contains funding from only one program 
account (Closure, SiteProject Completion, 
Post 2006 Completion, Science and 
Technology, and Program Direction). In 
addition, no movement of PBSs between 
program accounts will be allowed at this 
time. 
Attachment D contains a valid PBS list 
and Attachment E discusses procedures to 
request project changes. 

_ I  

. 

The bu.dget structure continues to categorize projects according to the specific appropriations-Defense 
Facilities Closure Projects, Defense Environmental Restoration and Waste Management, Defense 
Environmental Management Privatization, Non-Defense Environmental Management, and the Uranium 
Enrichment Decontamination and Decommissioning Fund. EM’s three budget program accounts reflect 
EM’s near-term goals and closure dates: Site Closure, SiteRroject Completion, and Post 2006 
Completion. 

To meet the Department’s schedule for a Corporate Review Budget in June 1999, EM will collect Budget 
Authority (BA) and Performance Measures data from the Operations/Field Offices by PBS. The 
categories and subcategories of performance measure data are delineated in Attachment G. BA and 
Performance Measures data will be collected by PBS for the below target, target, and planning levels for 
Ey 2001 (the planning level is the baseline). 
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The FY 1999 and FY 2000 BA and Performance Measures data will be seeded and “locked” at the PBS 
level based on the FY 2000 Congressional Budget Request. 

OperationsField Offices are requested to: 
Submit BA and Performance Measure data for FY 2001 budget formulation, in the Limited 
Updating, Viewing, and Reporting Tool, for each PBS at the below target, target, and over-target 
levels. BA data will need to be an estimated percent allocation to the cross-cut metric categories 
and subcategories listed in Attachment G. 

Reference and use the integrated set of performan’ce measures definitions, B&R codes, and valid 
projects. 

s, 

Evaluate your performance-based budget information to: 
Minimize, to the extent possible, instances where there is BA and no performance measure 
activity or a performance measure activity and no BA. While there may be valid reasons as 
to why there is BA and no measure for an activity (i.e., the measure may not capture all work 
scope; work is in progress and has not yet been completed; data is classified; or other 
reasons) or *hy there is a performance measure activity and no BA (ie., uncgsted 
carryover), these cases must be the exception. 

Ensure the breakout of the performance measures data by program account (SiteProject 
Completion, Site Closure, or Post-2006 Completion) is consistent with the corresponding 
breakout of the BA by program account. 

6.4 Ancillary Requirements 

6.4.1 Re-engineering Waste Management 

The Operationsfiield’Office should provide information regarding re-engineering waste management to 
the EM Office of Budget and the EM CIO. EM requests the following information be submitted by April 
15, 1999, for all sites which may transfer budget target in FY 2001: 

1. Site name. 
2. Program dollar amounts and short descriptions of activities expected to transfer and the associated 

Project Baseline Summary (PBS). 
3. Program Direction dollar amount expected to transfer broken out by salaries, travel, support services, 

and other related expenses. 
4. Mission Program the transfer is going to. 
5. Number of FI’Es expected to transfer. 
6. Waste management activities and associated dollar amounts which are expected to remain with the 

Waste Management Program (i.e. legacy waste, High Level, Transuranic). 

Given that no transfers have been fully agreed to at this point in time, and may not be made by the due 
date above for this data, it is expected that this information will be provided as estimates and will be 
expected to change. 
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The point of contact for re-engineering waste management activities is Robert Campbell, (301) 903- 
7127. 

6.4.2 Non-federal Security Investigations 

Again this year,. each OperationsEield Office must submit data forthose sites funding non-Federal 
security investigations. Prior to FY 1999, the Office of Security .Affairs was responsible for this funding. 
In FY 1999, the various Departmental organizations budgeted for this activity. A separate PBS and B&R 
code(s) for each applicable program account has'been established to capture these costs. The funding for 
this activity will be included in the field target. 

.. 

The following information is required for FY 1999, FY 2000, and FY 2001: 

Appropriation . 

Number of new investigatikns 

. 1 

I Number of re-investigations 

t 

I 

6.4.3 Departmental-Field Budget Call . -- 

I Sites must be prepared to submit on schedule all pertinent ancillary budget documentation requested by 
the Department of Energy Chief Financial Officer in the Field Budget Callr This information includes 
guidance on program direction, construction project data sheets, crosscutting materials, etc. Please note 

' 

that environmental restoration activities do not require project data sheets. , .  

6.5 Headquarters Analysis 

1 

The purpose of the Headquarters analysis, to be conducted between April 16 and mid-May 1999, is to 
review the IPLs, to verify that the field assessments of the performance measurement, technical, and cost 
data are adequate, and to establish a level of confidence in the information on which the proposals are 
based. The Headquarters review will also analyze the field proposals as a whole, based on a national ' 

perspective considering the impact on closure as discussed in Paths to Closure. This analysis will result 
in issues and recommendations for discussion at the budget hearings in mid-May. Headquarters will 
coordinate any changes in data resulting from their review with Headquarters Site Leads and 
OperationsEield Offices. 

' 

6.6 Corporate Forum Budget Review . 

A schedule for the entire FY 2001 budget cycle is described in Attachment A. It is currently envisioned 
that during May 1999, several days will be set aside for deliberations among EM senior management to 
discuss the Fy 2001 budget. The Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management, all Deputy 

hearings. Stakeholder representatives and representatives from other government agencies may also be 
in attendance. 

v Assistant Secretaries, and OperationsField Office Managers or their designees should be present at these 

At these hearings, each OperationsEield Office will be expected to present its proposed program and 
budget for FY 2001. The focus of the presentations should be on justifying the activities that make up 
the OperationsField Office's below target program, activities that make up the target level, and the over- 
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target level. These presentations will give the field an opportunity to present the best case for their 
proposed program and convince the reviewers that their formal budget request represents the most 
efficient program possible. 

This process takes as fundamental assumptions that the program presented by each OperationsField 
Office will be consistent with the goals of Paths to Closure, discuss any impacts on closure and must be 
consistent with the April 15th submission. 

b. 

c 
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Chapter 7 Management Initiatives 

This chapter discusses six EM management initiatives related to Paths ro Closure: accelerated site 
completion targets, EM integratiodplanning, stewardship, annual baseline reconciliation, a pilot systems 
approach for enhanced baseline development, and science and technology roadmapping: 

7.1 Accelerated Site EM Mission Completion Targets , 
1. 

The June 1998 Paths to Closure report deferred establishment of accelerated site EM mission completion 
targets until a more credible approach is developed, where goals would be based on the likelihood of 
achieving technology deployment, inter-site integration, and other enhanced performance initiatives that 
the EM program has identified. Until that approach is finalized, Headquarters is encouraging sites to 
work towards accomplishing the goal of completing EM mission work scope more efficiently, by 
optimizing the cost and schedure at each site. 

7.2 EM Integratiofllanning 

Integration requires coiporate thinking on the part of Headquarters, Operations/Field Office, and site 
managers, looking at broader interests than a single program or site, and focusing on those needs which 
achieve the cleanup vision in' an optimized fashion. In September 1998, DOE field managers and the 
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management signed a "Working Charter for Environmental 
Management Program Integration." The charter describes the structure and process to conduct program 
integration, using 12 Program Area Integration Teams to span the entire scope of the EM program. Each 
Program Area Integration T e h  will identify, analyze, and recommend technical opportunities which 
reduce costs, significantly accelerate cleanup schedules, and further the goals of EM'S accelerated 
cleanup vision. 

, 
, 5' 

Opportunities are derived as alternatives to baseline plans or activities that fill gaps or fix disconnects in 
projects. Any organization can identify new opportunities to a Program Area Integration Team. A 
systems approach to identify, plan, and evaluate integration opportunities results in recommendations to 
the Integration Executive Committee for rejection or implementation. 

The evaluation process provides continuous opportunity for Tribal Nation, regulator, and stakeholder 
involvement, as appropriate. The integration process requires that DOE'S established decision processes, 
e.g., under NEPA, Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 

. (CERCLA), and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), are followed. If decisions are 
reached to implement integration opportunities, then Project Managers will follow established baseline 
change control procedures to incorporate opportunities into projects. 

7.3 Stewardship 

When cleanup is completed at many sites, some work will remain. The work after cleanup, often called 
"long-term stewardship", includes monitoring of residual contamination, and maintenance of closed 
landfills, capped sites, and entombed buildings/reactors. In many cases, these activities are required as 
part of the remedies selected (e.g., post-cleanup monitoring and five-year reviews). These stewardship 
activities encompass all actions required to maintain an adequate level of protection to human health and 
the environment posed by residual contamination. Many organizations, including state regulatory 
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officials, Tribal Nations, and the EM Advisory Board have urged the Department to increase its efforts to 
meeting its obligation to ensure that these stewardship tasks are carried out fully after completion of site 
cleanup activities. The Department is committed to meeting its long-term stewardship obligations, which 
become increasingly important as more sites are cleaned up. 

One step towards demonstrating EM'S intent to meet stewardship-obligations and to improve 
management of this critical activity is to identify the nature, extent, and cost of current and expected 
stewardship scope. To'this end, EM Headquarters is recommending; but not requiring, that, at each site 
where substantial cleanup work has been Completed (including long-term facility stabilization and 
landfill closure), Operations/Field Offices establish a PBS for long-term stewardship activities? A small 
amount of required information is described at the end of this section. 

While managers at some sites may deem it appropriate to establish a PBS for long-term stewkdship now, 
other sites may wish to wait until more cleanup is completed, information is available, or more clear and 
consistent guidance is develpped. A separate working group on long-term stewardship will be continuing 
to consider this, among other issues; through regular conference calls and a meeting in Salt Lake City in 
February 1999{;:.EM understands that the experience at many sites is that the personnel most 
knowledgeable about fie information required for a stewardship PBS may not be available when,the PBS, 
is funded. 'Hence, it m 3 y . k  preferable to'establish a PBS before it is funded so that the'infonnatiommay , ' 

be included while the expert personnel and required information are still readily available. 
I .  , 9 : r  

Although the details of how information on long-term stewardship should be collected have not been 
resolved, it is clear that more information on long-term stewardship is needed. First and foremost, there 
is growing pressure from state .md federal regulatory agencies (voiced nationally by the State and Tribal 
Governmental Working Group and the EM Advisory board as well as the National Association of 
Attorney's General) to articulate and address our long-term stewardship obligations. Second, Congress 
is increasingly seeking details of interim cleanup progress rather than waiting until cleanup at an entire 
geographic site is completed. Third, EM needs information to evaluate management options for ensuring 
that the long-term stewardship obligations are being met in a cost-effective manner. Finally, the 
Department recently settled a lawsuit with a variety of non-governmental organizations. One aspect of 
the settlement is a requirement that DOE prepare a study on long-tem stewardship, with full scoping and 
public participation. This study will require additional information on long-term stewardship in more 
detail than on the geographic site level. Collecting this information may require a separate data call, if it 
is not provided adequately as part of data collected from this guidance. 

The following guidance is for site managers who chose to develop a separate PBS for long-term 
stewardship. The type of information to be included in a stewardship PBS is generally expected to be the 
information necessary to assess the level of stewardship activity, and describe it in a comprehensive 
manner. Much of the information is expected to be simply transferred from PBSs for active remediation 
or waste management. The information would likely include: 

9 Description of residual contamination; 
Description of the controls being used to contain the residual contamination; and 

'This recommendation differs from the draft guidance, which directed that each OperationdField Office develop a PBS 
on long-term stewardship. The change reflects the comments received by a number of OperationslFieid Offices indicating that a 
mandatory PBS for long-term stewardship was premature at this time, but that such a PBS might be appropriate later. 
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Description of the "afforded" future land use after cleanup is completed (!..e., what is the 
land use that is possible, given the level of cleanup attained). 

The "unit of activity" to be transferred to a new PBS should be determined based on the needs of the site 
management. A PBS for long-term stewardship will reflect cleanup work that is Completed, and, thus, 
site manager should include as much completed cleanup as soon as possible. Stewardship should not be 
confused with ongoing remediation or waste management of operating facilities, and establishing a PBS 
for long-term stewardship will help separate this work from ongoing active cleanup. Moreover, 
establishing a PBS for stewardship should not necessarily wait until all of the cleanup associated with an 
entire PBS is completed. However, it would be unwor&ble to transfer each individual release site to a 
new PBS upon completion of cleanup. EM recommends that site managers establish a PBS for 
stewardship when a discrete and significant management unit within a PBS (e.g., watershed, valley, or 
geographic area) has been cleaned up. 

Pending the development of a more detailed consensus on long-term stewardship, EM Headquarters 
requests OperationdField Offices first to describe the end state and future use plans for each geographic 
site, second to place each geographic site into one of seven categories, and third to provide stewardship 
related infomation forreach geographic site specific to its appropriate category. Exhibit 7-1 _ _  presents the 
seven categories and the requested information for each. 

Exhibit 7-1. Information Requirements for Geographic Site Stewardship Categories 

The geographic site is completed and EM is 
actively funding long-term surveillance and 
monitoring (LTS&M) activities which are 
reflected in one or more PBSs. 

The geographic site is completed and another 
(non-EM) entity is actively funding LTS&M 
activities, which are not reflected a PBS. 

The geographic site is completed and no 
LTS&M is required. 

The geographic site is not yet completed but 
EM has determined stewardship activities and 
costs, which are reflected in one or more 
PBSs. 

The geographic site is not yet completed but 
EM has determined that stewardship activities 
and costs are the responsibility of another 
(non-EM) entity which are not reflected in a 
PBS. 

Identify PBS(s) with LTS&M activities and 
describe the activities: Ensure SSL breakout 
of costs by category shows LTS&M costs. 

Identify the entity funding LTS&M activities. 

None. 

Identify PBS(s) with LTS&M activities and 
describe the activities. Ensure SSL breakout 
of costs by category shows LTS&M costs. 

Identify the entity funding LTS&M activities 
and when such activities are scheduled to 
begin. 
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7.4 

The geographic site is not yet completed but 
EM has determined that stewardship activities 
and costs are the responsibility of another 
(non-EM) entity but the costs are reflected in 
one or more PBSs. 

The geographic site is not yet completed and 
stewardship activities are so far off and/or 
uncertain that the costs are not fully 
understood. No estimate is included in a PBS. 

*. 

.I 

i ,. 
Annual Baseline Rec'onciliation 

Identify the entity funding LTS&M activities, 
which PBS(s) include the activities and how 
much of each PBS cost is attlibutable to 
LTS&M. 

Estimate the annual potential costs (or range 
of costs) for stewardship activities starting at 
site completion. If such activities are not 
reasonably estimable, describe the required 
activities. 

... 
- .  .... 
i':i .... .. 

One important aspect of,traclcing EM'S baseline from year to year will be a requirement to explain 
differences between the-prior year's lifecycle cost and completion date estimates and the-current year's 
lifecycle cost and completion date estimate. This year, sites will be required to explain changes in their 
baseline estimate relative to last year's Paths to Closure in three ways: 

At the project level, sites will need to explain why the lifecycle cost estimate changed in 
* quantitative terms., 

At the project level, sites will need to explain why the project completion date changed in 
qualitative terms. 
At the SSL, sites will need to discuss changes to life-cycle costs, planning assumptions, 
completion dates, a d  scope since last year in a narrative format. 

PBS Annual Baseline Reconciliation 
I 

! 

For each PBS, EM will require sites to reconcile last year's lifecycle cost estimate with this year's using 
the worksheet found in Exhibit 7-2. Rows (2) through ( 5 )  adjust last year's estimate to FY 1999 dollars 
and remove 1997 and 1998 costs. The resultant amount in row (6) must be reconciled to this year's 
estimates using the categories found in rows (7) - (1 1). Rows (7). (8), and (9) should be used to account 
for reductions in the estimate due to scope deletions or efficiencies. Rows (10) and (1  1) should be used 
to reflect estimate increases due to new scope or cost growth. Sites should use existing site 
documentation (e.g., baseline change proposals) and best professional judgment to support the 
reconciliation between the estimates. 

I 

If a PBS did not exist last year, start with zeros through row (6). The estimate for the new PBS should be 
attributable to new scope (row (10)). 'For PBSs that existed last year but don't exist any more, row (7) 
should document any scope transfer or deletion so that row (12) equals zero. 

For each PBS with a changed project completion date, EM will require sites to explain qualitatively why 
the completion date changed using Exhibit 7-3. Sites should summarize the accelerating factors that 
contribute to the project's completion date moving up from the 1998 baseline andor  the delaying factors 
that contribute to the project's completion date moving back from the 1998 baseline. 
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I .' 
Exhibit 7-2: PBS Annual Baseline Life-cycle Cost Reconciliation Worksheet . 

- \. 
(2) 1997 Cost (1998 dollars) Actuals ai entered on the PBS. less 

less 
.I 

(3) 1998 Cost (actual dollars) Actuals as entered on the PBS. 

(4)x 1.027 1 $ ( 5 )  Inflation Adjustment (1998 dollars to 1999 
dollars) @ 2.7% 

less -$- Either transferred to another ' 

PBS or eliminated completely. 
(7) ScopeDeletions 

(8) Efficiencies Represents enhanced 
performance from acceleration, 
reduced overhead, or other 
factors, except for science and 
technology (which should be 
included in Line 9 below). 

Savings associated with the 
application of science and new 
technologies. 

Additions from other PBSs or 
new scope. 

i 

(9) Application of Science and Technology less -$- 

plus +$- (10) New Scope 

(1 1) Cost Growth plus Same scope now estimated to 
cost more. Includes increased 
costs due to schedule delays. 

Should be zero but is offered as 
a final row to make last year's 
and this year's estimate 
reconcile. 

(1 3) Other Adjustments +/- +I-$ 
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Exhibit 7-3: PBS Annual Baseline Completion Date Reconciliation Worksheet 

.: , focus on the following: . .  

. .  . Changes in the critical closuie'path for the site(s); 
b Changes in the lifecycle cost for completion of EM work scope; and 
e How performance in FY 1998 affexted the overall cost and schedule for completion of EM work 

. s .  scope. 

; 9  

I '  

I I -kCcelerating Factors: 

I I ,  I I I 
I Delaying Factors: I. 

Integration (inter- and intra-site); 

Application of lessons learned. 
Technology deployment and process change; and, 

As a result of implementing this approach, Idaho will be able to develop a more mature reference 
baseline, from which technological and efficiency opportunities can be identified based on a sound 
methodology. In turn,'the opportunities identified will provide a sound basis for .optimizing the cost and 
schedule of the work at the site. 

As a product of the pilot, Idaho will develop a systems engineering model to be transferred, with 
modifications, across the EM program: Idaho will develop a more detailed explanation of the approach 
as the pilot proceeds and will include it as a work product. For other sites interested in pursuing this 
initiative, more information is available by contacting'Gene Schmitt directly. . .  
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When identifying individual inter-site integration opportunities, information should be .consistent with 
those identified through the ongoing integration initiative. In addition, technology deployment 
information should be consistent with the technology deployment information that is being requested as 
part of the  life-cycle planning update. 

7.6 Science and Technology Roadmapping 

As described in the  EM Research and.Development Program Plan, November 1998, EM will use 
roadmapping to help develop and optimize its science and technology investments. There are three levels 
of science and technology roadmapping within EM. Thz EM Research and Development Program Plan 
is the top level roadmap and describes a five year (F’Y99-03), $1.2 billion investment strategy. The 
strategy includes a summary of the problems and end states, and the approach we are using to both 
deterqine and maximize the impact of the investments. The strategy also provides a summary of the 
investment portfolio. In additiojl, the EM Research and Development Program Plan outlines the 
underlying levels of roadrnaps:’multi-year program plans and project level roadmaps. 

i 

I 
? Multi-year program plans are the next tier below the Program Plan and are EM’S primary science and 

technology roadmaps; they contain the problem sets, the planned technical investments, the performance 
measures, and the projected outcomes associated with those investments. They are used fo? planning 
purposes by both PBS managers and Focus Area managers and provide the basis for EM’s science and 
technology budget requests. Multi-year program plans will crosswalk EM’s science and technology 
investments to PBSs, science and technology needs and opportunities, disposition maps, and critical 
closure paths. 

The third tier of roadmaps are project-level science and technology roadmaps. EM will use project-level 
science and technology roadmaps for a small number of high impact, high risk activities where 
investments in science and technology can have a significant payoff. These roadmaps will include a set 
of logical, time-sequenced steps showing project activities and decision points along with the complete 
set of science and technology activities needed to address technology gaps and reduce the cost, schedule, 
and technology risk associated with cleanup. EM will use data supplied in response to Paths to Closure 
guidance to identify those activities that represent the best candidates for project-level roadmapping. 
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CHAPTER 8 DATA 

The data requested as part of this guidance reflects the agreements made during the CIO data 
requirements review. All of the data discussed in this section refers (by requirement number) to a 
specific data requirement number that is identified in the IPABS-IS Data Requirements ieport. 

As OperationsEield Offices develop their information, they should note the overall and site-specific data 
quality observations and issues idenhied last year that are included in Attachment I. 

The data requirements can be broadly categorized into five levels: 
I ,  

t 

e Project 

e Geographic Site . ’ 
e SiteSummary . 

, Stream Disposition Data 

e OperationsField Office 

A schematic breakout bfthese five levels and various elements required within each level-which EM 
Headquarters will collect in the Spring, are summarized in Exhibit 8-1 (on the next page) and discussed 
below. The four digit numbers included with data requirement discussions are data requirement 
reference numbers from the IPABS-IS Data Requirements report. 

8.1 Project Level Data 

Project data collected through the PBSs are the cornerstone of EM’S Corporate Database. PBSs reflect 
site baselines, which are the basis for Paths to Closure, integration, analysis, and comxpunication of the 
scope of the EM program. In addition, PBSs contain most budget and performance measure information. 

Project information consists of four component parts: general information, baseline, budget, and 
performance measures. General project information includes the project narratives, validation 
information, safety and health narratives, project risk information, and other basic project descriptors for 
each PBS. Science and Technology needs and linkages are also part of the general project information. 
Baseline information, including cost, scope, and schedule information required to complete the project, 
is another key component of the PBS. The budget component refers to the BA and B&R information for 
the three-year budgeting window (prior year, current budget year, and subsequent budget year). 
Performance measures are designed to track project performance. 

8.1.1 General Project Information 

General PBS Information (1068): 
The general project information component of the PBS data set includes general project description, 
regulatory drivers, and validation information for each PBS. 

Proiect Baseline Narratives [ 1054): 
EM collects these narratives annually and uses them to prepare several reports, including’ the 
Congressional budget and Paths to Closure. These narratives will address end states, project status, cost 
estimating methodology, purpose of project, definition of scope, and the project’s technical approach. 
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Project Baseline Validation Information (1049): 
OperationsEield Offices must independently validate baselines in order to ensure that the scope, 
schedule, and cost estimates are defensible. Baseline validation is defined in the IPABS Handbook as the 
following: “A credible and independent validation of each site’s baseline is an expectation of Congress, 
OMB, local stakeholders, Tribal Nations, and EM. Baseline validation is a one-time event . . . The Field 
will select the validation organizational team with the concurrence of the Headquarters Site Lead. 
Independent baseline validation will be conducted by a team or organization that is clearly independent 
of the business implications of the vdidation results . . . The outcomes of the validation must be 
discussed, negotiated, and then incorporated into the project baseline through the change control 
process.” EM will collect information regarding validaxon status annually. 

Saferv and Health Narratives (1022. elements 2107 and 21 101: 
EM collects Safety and Health narratives annually. There are two PBS Safety and Health narratives: a 
hazards narrative, and a work performance narrative: 

/, 

b The hazards narrative briefly describes the most serious hazards for each PBS. The definition of 
hazards for this data element exceeds worker safety to include the hazards to the safety of the 
public and envjronment. - -_ 

, 
The work performance narrative describes the activities and checkpoints needed to ensure that 
work is done in a safe manner consistent with EM’S policy of “Do work safely or don’r do it!” 

Technology Linkage Information (1020. 1088): 
This technical approach section identifies the project’s science and technology needs, the related science 
and technology work scope (Focus Area Work Package), and potential benefits of addressing the need 
(cost savings estimate and confidence level). The intent of this section is to obtain user buy-in to the 
needs, work scope, and potential benefits if the work scope adequately resolves the need. This section 
replaces Operations Office Data Summary (ODS) Part C, Science and Technology Tables 0.9.2 and 
0.9.3 of last year’s guidance and adds a requirement to include the Focus Area Work Package number, 
where known, which is addressing the need. The benefits portion of this section includes two options: 
risk reduction (programmatic risk) or cost savings. OperationsEield Offices should calculate cost 
savings, where possible, using the standard cost savings methodology identified in the Federal Energy 
Technology Center (FETC) Report: “Standard Life-Cycle Cost Savings Analysis Methodology for 
Deployment of Innovative Technologies” date October 30, 1998. EM will use the information provided 
in this technical approach section to formulate and prioritize the Office of Science and Technology 
budget. 

Technologv Deployment Data (1008. 10201: 
This section identifies new or innovative technologies that the project will deploy or that the project is 
seriously considering for use. This section replaces ODS Part C, Table 0.9.1. of last year’s guidance. 
EM will roll up the information in this section to satisfy the “Technology Deployment” corporate 
performance measure at the Operations/Field Office level. EM has pre-seeded this section based on the 
January 1998 Field Office submittal, and amended by Office of Science and Technology Focus Areas. 
OperationsEield Offices may delete or add to any of the pre-seeded deployments. If no deployments 
were pre-seeded, as of January 1998, there was no information on new or innovative technology 
deployments planned as part of the project. 
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8.1.2 Project Baseline Information 

EM and Non-EM Costs (1048. 10461: 

Each OperationsEield Office will prepare a baseline for each project that i t  manages. These baselines 
will estimate EM costs and non-EM costs throughout the life cycle of each project in current (i.e. 
escalated) dollars. The Operations/Field Office should include the escalation factors with the cost 
baselines so that Headquarters can-de-escalate the cost figures to constant year dollars. The escalation 
rate, in accordance with OMB guidance, will be provided under separate cover. EM will collect baseline 
costs for the life cycle of each project annually through~2010 and in five-year blocks from 2011 through 
project completion. OperationsField Offices should include non-EM costs associated with a PBS in 
annual cost projections. EM is also asking for information about non-EM costs that are included in the 
baseline (if applicable). Examples of non-EM costs include non-EM newly generated waste management 
costs transferred back to the generator and costs that are covered by the state. 

Milestone Information (1033): 
EM will collect yilestone data by project for both Execution Tracking and life-cycle planning. 
OperationsPield Offices are asked to provide planned milestones annually and updates to milestone 
status quarterly. OperationsField Offices must record four dates for each milestone: original, baseline, 
forecast, and actual. EM will collect the date of the Enforceable Agreement for enforceable agreement 
milestones. Project milestone data demonstrate progress toward project completion and show whether a 
project is “on schedule”. EM will track the following types of milestones in the Corporate Database: 

4 ,  

0 Enforceable Agreements 
DNFSB Commitments 
Management Commitments 

0 Inter-site Implications 
Major Decision Point (e.g., Environmental Impact Statements (EISs), RODS) 

Critical Decision (those tracked for line item projects, strategic systems, etc.) 
Critical Closure Path. 

Critical Closure Path Milestones (1045): 
The OperationsEield Office critical closure path is a streamlined schedule of high level activities, events, 
and/or decisions that warrant DOE management attention and must occur “on schedule” to achieve the 
site closure date. EM will store critical closure path activities and events as milestones (critical closure 
path activities require both a start and an end date) with programmatic risk attributes associated with 
them. For each critical closure milestone, the OperationsField Office will identify the specific 
associated science and technology needs, and relevant Focus Area Work Package (if applicable). In 
addition, for each critical closure path milestone, EM will collect programmatic risk scores. 
Programmatic risk scores range from 1 (low) to 5 (high) and are broken into three categories (see 
Attachment H for programmatic risk definitions): 

Technology 
0 Work Scope Definition 

Inter-site Dependency 
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Management Commitment Information (1056k 
EM will collect management commitment information as execution year performance metrics and 
execution year milestones and will track this information on the same schedule as performance measures 
and milestones. OperationsField Offices will flag management commitment milestones on the milestone 
list. 

Release Sites List, Description and Status (1090. 1031): 
OperationsEield Offices should assqciate all release sites with a project. EM will collect release site list 
and description data annually. OperationsEield Offices will record each unique release site at each site 
with the classification of the present hazard and the clasS of the release site contaminated. EM maintains 
a baseline assessment completion date and overall completion date for each release site. 
OperationsField Offices can group release sites into “natural groupings” if desired. 

Facilities List, Description. and Status (1097. 1096): 
The complete list of facilities should be a comprehensive list of all EM facilities; OperationslField 
Offices should associate each facility with a project. EM will collect data on the facilities list and 
descriptions annually. The description of each facility will include a classification of the facility type in 
addition to a classificatipn of the type of hazard present at the facility. EM maintains a baseline 
deactivation completidn date (if applicable), assessment completion date, and decommissioning complete 
date for each facility. OperationdField Offices can group facilities into “natural groupings” if desired. 

Life-Cycle Nuclear Material (1041): 
OperationdField Offices will maintain the life-cycle annualized baseline profile for the stabilization of 
nuclear materials in the PBS. The profile will identify the quantity of material planned for various 
stabilization and disposition phases as of the end of each year through project completion. (Note: 
validation of the draft nuclear material disposition maps does not replace this data requirement.) 

Project Annual Baseline Reconciliation’ Information (1026): 
Annual life-cycle baseline cost and completion date reconciliation information will explain the 
differences between the prior year’s baseline cost and completion date estimate and the current year’s 
baseline cost and completion date information. The life-cycle cost reconciliation worksheet, Exhibit 7-2, 
depicts the cost information that EM will collect in the life-cycle planning update. The completion date 
reconciliation worksheet, Exhibit 7-3, provides a narrative field for the OperationsField Office to 
explain accelerating/delaying factors in project completion dates. 

8.1.3 Project Budget Information 

Budget Authority (1001): 
Budget information will include BA for the three-year budgeting window (prior, execution, and 
formulation years). For FY 2001 only, EM will collect BA information for each PBS at the target level 
and also at 85% of the target level. Each PBS does not have to equal 85%, but rather the overall total for 
all PBSs of the OperationsEield Office should sum to 85% of the total BA target level. EM collected 
BA for FY 1999 and FY 2000 in the Budget Data Template during the Fall and will seed this information 
in the database and web tool. 

In addition, EM will collect BA for each metric category (as a cross-cut) by PBS. For FY 2001 only, 
OperationsField Offices will report BA for each metric category and subcategory as a percent allocation 
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of the total BA target level for each PBS. EM will calculate the BA by category and subcategory by 
applying the percent allocation for the three-year budgeting window to the PBSs. EMcollected BA by 
metric for FY 1999 and FY 2000 in the Budget Data Template during the Fall and will seed this 
information in the web tool. 

The BA data by PBS are to be used for budget formulation purposes and will be updated twice a year. 
This crosscut information will be provided in the budget, but wili not be subject to audit. 

Budget Narrative (1003): 
EM will use the budget narratives collected by PBS to Sapport and develop budget documents. These 
narratives will discuss accomplishments for years prior to the budget year. A final narqtive, to be 
consistent with Paths to Closure, will discuss planned PBS accomplishments for the life cycle. This 
narrative should be a summary of the purpose, scope, and technical approach narrative discussed in the 
Project Baseline Narrative (1054). 

. b .  

2 ,  
e .  

Project Data Sheet Information (101 1): 
Project Data Sheets display detailed information regarding line item construction projects as required to 
meet budget requirements. They include detailed cost information such as life-cycle project costs, total 
estimated cost, and totAI project cost. Project Data Sheets also include narratives on project purpose, 
scope, and technical approach; BA and obligations by fiscal year; schedule of project funding; 
contracting arrangements; and construction scheduIe history. Project Data Sheets will support the 
Congressional budget formulation process, Management Commitment Reports, the Performance Report 
and the DOE Strategic Plan. OperationdField Offices will update this information three times a year 
with each budget phase (initial formulation submission, OMB Request, and Congressional Request). 

8.1.4 Project Performance Measures 

Performance Measure Targets for Performance-Based BudEetine: (1008. 10561: 
EM maintains PBS-level performance measures for the three-year budget window. For FY 2001 only, 
OperationsEield Offices will provide an estimate of the target performance measures assuming a 
decrement in funding equal to 85% of the target BA for each PBS. Performance measures include 
release site completions, nuclear materials stabilized, spent fuel stabilized, and waste volumes treated, 
stored, and disposed (see Attachment G for a complete list). Targets for these measures are used in 
numerous budget and planning documents. In the execution year, most, but not necessarily all, 
performance measure targets become management commitments. 

Planned Field- Suecific Performance Measures (1042): 
EM will collect a site-wide narrative discussing specific performance measures to report in the 
OMEVCongTessional Budget Request and/or the Quarterly Management Review (QMR). 

8.2 Stream Disposition Data (SDD) Level 

. .  
.: . SDD, previously CPQT, are a key component of the Corporate Database. SDD are linked to projects; 

they represent the estimated pathway for'the disposition of all contaminated medidwastdspent nuclear 
fuel in the EM program. The AVS detailed guidance will provide a pick list for identifying the 
confidence level of disposition stream hazardous and radiological contaminant data. EM will collect 
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SDD each year through FY 2010, and for five-year blocks thereafter through the end of the stream, 
project, or DOE life cycle. 

Contaminated MediaNastelSpent Nuclear Fuel Inventory and Disposition Information (1017): 

i 

e Stream Identification - EM requires basic information abo.ut the identity of each disposition 
stream: e.g., reporting/origin site, waste type, stream name, ID number, etc. 

. c .  
e Disposition Site, Facility, Activity, Technology - EM requires information conceming where and 

how the Operations@ield Office will dispositidfi the stream .(e.g., treatment off-site at Site X). 

Quantitative Data - EM requires infomation on the initial inventory, the quantities sites plan to 
add (generate) to that inventory each year, and the quantities the site plans to disposition from 
that inventory each year. The current estimate of in-place contaminated media volume is also 
required for contaminaied media streams. 

PBS ID - OperationdField Offices must link each stream to no more than one project responsible 
for storage of tb inventory in a given year and one project responsible for disposition activity i R  
a given year. -. 

_ _  

ER Regulatory Process and Future Volumes - OperationsField Offices must provide information 
on contaminated media stream volumes that the site will address through future decisions and the 
type of decision making process (CERCLA, RCRA, etc.) that is involved. 

ER Hazardous Waste - EM only requires those stream disposition data elements necessary for 
contaminated media streams designated as Hazardous necessary to support preparation of 
comprehensive Environmental Restoration program maps. There is no HeadquartersAPAJ3S 
requirement to collect data on non-remediation hazardous waste streams or to prepare Hazardous 
Waste Maps., However, the AVS tool and database will support these functions and can be used, 
at the sites' convenience, to help establish a consistent method for compiling budget metrics 
associated with the hazardous waste BA budget category. 

Stream Characteristics Information (1029): 
For contaminated media streams only at this time, the Operations/Field Office should provide 
information on waste matrix components and chemical and radiological contaminants in the Spring 
Update. EM does NOT require data on non-remediation waste streams at this time. However, plans are 
underway to gather this information as part of the next annual Spring Update, and sites should plan 
accordingly. These data are needed to support various technical analyses and reports and to respond to 
Congressional budget and other inquiries. 

Facilities Data - Treatment and Disuosal Capability (1021): 
EM needs to identify the targeted treatment or disposal facilities for the streams to fully describe the 
streams' disposition paths. This information is required for production of disposition maps, as well as 
integration and other analyses. Specific facility data include: facility name, location, owner, primary 
technology (e.g., thermal treatment). Sites will be able to pick from standard lists to provide these data. 
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In addition, EM will collect programmatic risk information for the treatment/disposal facilities. 
Programmatic risk scores range from 1 (low) to 5 (high) for the following categories (see Attachment H 
for definitions): 

. Technology 
0 Work Scope Definition 

FacilityEquipment Limitations 

Transportation Information (1500): 
Transportation data are needed for streams subject to DOT regulation to support National Transportation 
Program planning and analysis. Required data include DOT material classes, packaging types and 
transport modes for any year; capacity of packages and number of packages anticipated per shipment; 
and information on any large objects that may have special transportation needs. 

Promammatic Risk Catenories:Scores. and TBDs (1018): 
EM will collect information on three categories of programmatic risks for streams. OperationsField 
Offices Will score each category, from 1 to 5, to assess relative impact of this category in completing the 
disposition activities. J$r each risk category with a score greater than 2 or resulting in a D D  
disposition, OperationsField Offices will provide additional details on the factors or reasons driving the 
risk, or TBD. See Attachment H for the definitions of programmatic risk scores and Chapter 5 for how 
TBDs are defined. Programmatic risk categories include: 

Inter-site Dependency 
Work Scope Definition 
Technology - EM will also request Operationflield Office to identify any related Science and 
Technology Needs or Opportunities and/or Focus Area Work Packages. 

NOTE: Stream data on Nuclear Material streams are being collected and managed separately from the 
other stream data discussed here. Stream-level data on Nuclear Materials are derived from the Nuclear 
Materials Management and Safeguards System (NMMSS). Using these data, the Nuclear Materials 
Stewardship Program (EM-66, Albuquerque and Savannah River) teamed with the sites, prepared 
baseline Nuclear Material Disposition Maps. The subset of those maps describing nuclear material 
disposition pathways for which there are approved Records of Decision, will be distributed to the 
OperationsEield Offices and Headquarters Site Team Leads in the second quarter of FY 1999 for 
validation. For the Spring Update (April 15, 1999), the Operations/Field Offices must validate the 
Nuclear Material Disposition Maps and provide any modifications to the appropriate Headquarters Site 
Team Leads. The Nuclear Materials Stewardship Program will update the Nuclear Material Disposition 
Maps using input from the appropriate Headquarters Site Team Leads. However, EM will still collect 
annualized life-cycle nuclear material performance metrics in the PBS as discussed in Section 8.1.2. 

8.3 Geographic Site Level Data 

Geomauhic Site Completion Date (10511: 
Each OperationsField Office will provide the geographic site completion date including the following 
information: 
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0 Date in the baseline when all EM activity as defined by the definition of completion (except 

Date in the baseline when financial waste management responsibility for newly generated, non- 
stewardship) is complete 

EM waste transfers from EM to the generating program. 
0 

End State (1073): 
EM will collect geographic site end state information annually in a narrative. 

P/WE Hazards and Risks (1509.15i11: 
EM will base most of the risk information requested fomach site on the information contained in the Site 
Risk Profiles which will be seeded from information already compiled by the Center for Risk Excellence. 
Sites will only ireed to update the profiles, if necessary. 

In addition, EM will collect an unranked list of the most serious P/WE hazardsand risks, including a 
brief description, on an annualbasis for lifecycle planning. Each site will provide a description of the 
methodology used to develop the list of hazards and risks. 

-- ~ Stewardshiu (1074. 1075.1077): . .  

EM will seed stewardship information from the Stewardship Database that was collected in the Fall. The 
types of stewardship i n f o k t i o n  that EM is collecting includes: 

Future Use 
0 Long-term Institutional Control Needs 
0 Future Geographic Site Stewardship Information 

Comulex-wide Tvue B Packaging Inventory (1521) 
EM will collect information on packages designed for transporting Type B waste for planning complex- 
wide waste movements. Spe.cific information includes the package name and serial number, certification 
number and date, and condition. 

. 

8.4 Site Summary Level Data 

Budget Narrative (1003): 
Each OperationsField Office will provide a SSL budget narrative that highlights budget formulation year 
planned accomplishments based on the PBS-level FY 2000 accomplishments narrative. This narrative 
should include site-specific performance measures at the SSL. 

Remlatorv Aaeement (1038): 
EM will collect and display agreement information for reviewhpdate on a quarterly basis. The 
OperationsField Office will provide the following specific information at the SSL: 

e Agreement ID and name 

. Agreement description 
e .  Date agreement was signed and last date it was modified 

0 Agreement point of contact information 
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Safety and Health Narratives (1022): 
EM will collect two Safety and Health narratives at the SSL. The controls narrative,describes the  
formally-established and agreed-upon standardshequirements that the OperationsField Office has 
tailored to address hazards associated with performing site activities. The feedback and continuous 
improvement narrative describes activities and mechanisms necessary,to collect feedback information, 
identify and implement opportunities for improvement, and ensure _, oversight. 

. .  
EM Life-Cycle Cost by Category (.15)39): 
EM will collect life-cycle baseline cost information in current year dollars by category at the SSL 
annually through FY 2010 and in five-year blocks fronWY 201 1 through completion. The following is 

, the valid list of categories: 
0. HLWStorage Deactivation 

HLW Treatment Spent Nuclear Fuel 
TRU 
MLLW . '. Field Program Support 

e..., Hazardous Waste (HAZ) . D&D Fund, UraniuxdThorium 

Remedial Action Cleanup Science and Technology 
Remedial Action Assessment Headquarters Progrm' Support 
Decommissioning . National Programs ' 

Nuclear Materials LTS&M 

Landlord. . 
j /  

LLW . Program Direction . .  

...'. . 
. -- - All Other Waste Types 6JfJ.W 

Postcontract Worker Benefit Liabilitv (1095): 
EM will collect postcontract worker benefit liability information annually from closure sites (Fernald, 
Mound, West Valley, and Rocky Flats) identified in Paths to Closure which includes the following 
specific information: 

0 Planned EM completion date 
0 Pension cost 
0 Medical and life insurance cost 

Post-employment benefits (e.g., severance cost) 

Programmatic Risk Narrative- optional (1018): 
To capture additional programmatic risk information, EM will collect SSL narratives. 

Top 5-10 Promammatic Risk Summarv (1 104): 
Each Operations/Field Office must prepare a programmatic risk summary identifying the most serious 
programmatic risks at the site along with.a brief discussion of the nature of the risk and the responsible 
entity. The OperationsEield Office can associate these risks with a specific stream or critical closure 
path milestone, but this association is not a requirement. OperationsField Offices can also identify 
additional programmatic risks that are not directly associated with a stream or critical closure path 
milestone. Please refer to Attachment J for an example summary of high programmatic risk list. 

Annual SSL Baseline Reconciliation (1 101): 
At the SSL, EM will collect a narrative discussing significant changes in life-cycle planning assumptions 
and cost from the prior year's life-cycle data submission. The narrative should discuss changes in life- 
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cycle cost, the critical closure path, and how performance in the prior year affected the overall cost and 
schedule for the project. This information will be collected in the life-cycle planning update. 

Estimate for Cleanup of Excess Facilities (1 103): 
For the April 15* data submittal, OperationsField Offices will need to submit an order of magnitude 
estimate for the cleanup of facilities (de-escalated to constant 1999 dollars) that are not ih the EM 
inventory but are currently excess or are projected to be excess as of the April 15* submittal. This 
estimate should not be part of a PBS; rather, the OperationsEield Office should provide the estimate 
separately in the SSL and it should reresent additional costs above the baseline estimates. In addition, 
each OperationsLField Office can provide a narrative dizussion of its estimate if necessary. 

Impacts of Changes in End State (1 105) 
For the April 15* data submittal, EM will notify the selected Operations/i;ield Offices that will need to 
provide a narrative that discusses the impacts of changes in end state on cost and completion date. 

. 

i ,  

8.5 Operatiok/Field O.ff&e Level Data 
1 

The data collected at the OperationsField Office level can be grouped into two types: IPL and 
I contracting profile. EMuses these high level data elements to support budget formulation, 

4 
d -  

Intemated Priority List (IPL) (1006): 
EM collects IPL data for the three year budget window annually in the spring to satisfy budget 
requirements. The OperationsField Office should associate each IPL element with a single project or a 
sub-element of a single project.. EM will collect BA percent allocation of the target level and planning 
level for each element on the IPL by driver category (e.g., compliance, DNFSB, etc.). For FY 2001 only, 
Operations/Field Offices will provide an estimate of the IPL assuming a decrement in funding equal to 
85% of the target BA for each element. Each Operationflield Office will rank each element in their 
IPL, and discuss, in a narrative, the effect that different funding levels would have upon compliance for 
each element. In addition, EM will collect CFO peer review category information for each IPL element 
(e.g., minimum safety, essential services, significant safety issues, etc.). 

Contracting Profile (1014): 
Headquarters will collect information regarding the type of contracts that are in use at each 
Operationsfiield Office. EM will analyze this information to better understand how EM procurement 
strategies are increasing efficiency and can be further improved. EM will ask OperationsField Offices to 
provide the percentage of FY 1998 funding expended on each contract type. 

I 
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CHAPTER 9 DATA USES 

This chapter is not a guidance chapter, but rather a summary of some of the uses for the data that EM is 
collecting. The following categories describes how EM uses the data: 

Integration, Summarization, and Communication 
Budget Formulation, Execution and Justification 
Performance Measurement . ,. 
Program Management and Evaluation 
Science and Technology Development 4, 

Exhibit 9-1 summarizes the data that EM will collect by various collection levels. 

Safely and Health 

S&M Requirements , 

Exhibit 9-1: Data Interrelationships 

J 
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9.1 Integration, Summarization, and Communication 

7 

Guidance I-ii 

TechnoGgy Information Management . 

II 
. L. 

Paths to Closure 
Complex-wide Integration Opportunities 

,* 
Transportation Planning 
Program and Policy Alternatives Analysis 

EM Progess, Status, and Plans Communication 

r .  

Data Uses for Integration, Summarization, and Communication 

J -- S I  

Paths to Closure 
- - 4 .  

. ,  
The DOE Strategic Plan and regulatory, technical, and stakeholder and Tribal Nation requirements drive 
EM planning. Within EM, Paths to Closure is the blueprint for the program. EM uses most of the data 
collected as part of Spring Update to the Corporate Database in national reports like Paths to Closure. 
Among other things, information from Paths to Closure becomes the starting point for the budgeting 
process. 

Analyzing Complex-Wide Integration Opportunities 

Stream-level data are critical in supporting EM Integration efforts to identify and evaluate oppomnities 
to optimize resources and accelerate site closures. Cross-site integration opportunities, such as 
identifying alternatives to building treatment capacity at Rocky Flats, are a high priority. The integration 
process has identified a list of opportunities that could be pursued to overcome barriers and enable 
disposition paths. 

Analyzing Program and Policy Alternatives and Regulatory Impacts 

EM has used stream-level data extensively in the past year to analyze complex-wide treatment and 
disposal alternatives for the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) Records of Decision 
for MLLW and LLW; prepare the bi-annual LLW Disposal Capacity Report to the Defense Nuclear 
Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB-94-2); analyze the DOE policy for commercial disposal of LLW; and, 
identify waste currently targeted for treatment at DOE incinerators now subject to the Maximum 
Achievable Control Technology (MACT) rule. Such analyses and reports simultaneously fulfill 
regulatory obligations and help facilitate critical decision making. 

Transportation Planning 
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EM uses data on inter-site transfer volumes and schedules, together with data on DOT material 
classifications, packaging requirements, etc. to ensure the availability of appropriate shipping containers 
and development of comprehensive integrated transportation schedules for all transportation comdors. 
These data will help ensure that transportation does not become a barrier to integration and/or to site EM 
mission completion activities. 

0 Communicating EM Progress, Status, and Plans 
~ \. 

In countless formal and informal documents and products, EM uses data in order to articulate the scope, 
cost, and schedule of the EM program. The EM Corpotate Database is the source for data to answer 
Congressional inquiries, to communicate with key stakeholder organizations such as the National 
Governors’ Association, and to prepare waste type End State Reports. 

EM Headquarters routinely requires detailed technical information for the purposes of analysis and 
reporting. Technical detail may include knowing which geographic sites have groundwater contaminated 
with specific volatile organic compounds ‘or what the total activity level (in Curies) of radioactive 
contaminants are at a specific site. Whether to address an inquiry from a special interest group, 
oversight agency, or a Headquarters Program Manager, the Corporate Database often contains sufficient 
information to respond to the inquiry. 

Supporting Technical Information Management at Headquarters 
l ,  

9.2 Budget Formulation, Execution, and Justification 

Guidance 

Ey 2000 Congressional Budget 
Ey 2001 Internal Budget Review Process 

FY 2001 OMB Budget Submittal 
Congressional Inquiries 

~ 

Data Uses for Budget, Formulation, Execution, and Justification 

The FY 2000 Congressional budget will contain FY 1998, FY 1999, and Ey 2000 BA and metncs data 
from project data collected in the Fall of 1998. Any lifecycle data reported in the Ey 2000 
Congressional budget will be consistent with what was reported in the July,1998 Paths to Closure. The 
BA and metric data for FY 2001, provided by the OperationslField Office in response to this guidance, 
and the BA and metric data for FY 1999 and EY 2000, provided in the Fall of 1998, will be the basis for 
the dataset used to support the following requirements: 

December 2 1, 1 998 9-3 



.! 
:I 

The internal budget review process (April-June, 1999) 
The CFO budget submittal (June, 1999) 
The OMB budget submittal (September, 1999) 

Budget formulation and justification will also be supported by life-cycle planning information collected 
this spring. 

9.3 Performance Measurement . ,. 

.. 
Guidance 

EM FY 1999 Management 
Commitments 
FY 1998 Year-End Quarterly 
Management Review 
DOE FY 1998 Annual Performance _ _  
Report 
FY 1999 Secretary’s Performance 
Agreement with the Resident 
Departmental Fy 2000 Performance 
Plan 

~ 

Data Uses for Performance Measurement 

PBSs contain project performahce information, including planned and actual costs, milestone dates, and 
perfokance measures. , EM reports the status of evaluation information in the PBS either monthly, 
quarterly, or semiannually, depending on the type of data being reported. Performance measures are 
linked to life-cycle objectives and are used to support a number of EM reporting requirements: 

. 

9 EM FY 1999 Management Commitments (Final in January, 1999). The Assistant Secretary for 
Environmental Management and each Site Manager sign an agreement each year that commits each 
site to accomplishing a certain scope of work. These commitments are based upon performarice 
measures data, milestones, and measures for EM’S high visibility projects. Management 
Commitments for FY 1999 will be based on FY 1999 metric data and repoited milestones. 

FY 1998 Year-End Quarterly Management Review (December, 1998). The Assistant Secretary 
for Environmental Management and the Assistant Manager for Environmental Management for each 
site discuss and review performance results during HeadquartersEield senior level management 
reviews. 

DOE FY 1998 Annual Performance Report (March, 1999). This report provides the actual results 
and progress toward the Department’s performance goals defined in the Annual Performance Plan. 
EM will base this report on FY 1998 actuals data (BA and rnetrics). 

FY 1999 Secretary’s Performance Agreement with the President (January, 1999). This report 
identifies DOE‘S highest priority fiscal year commitments and success measures for each business 
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line. EM will base this report on FY 1999 BA and metrics data consistent with the final 
' appropriations. 

Departmental FY 2000 Performance Plan (February, 1999) This report includes performance 
measures and goals for the fiscal year budget request for key Departmental activities. The draft FY 

. .  

r 

I 

.. 

Quarterly Management Reviews 
Prioritization of Issues 
Closure Analysis 

, Variance Evaluation - -_ 

I Data Us& for Program Management and Evaluation I 
2000 Annual Performance Plan is submitted along with the budget to OMB in the fall and is finalized 
when the budget is transmitted to Congress in early February. EM'S section of the Department's Plan 
will include key measures and associated fiscal year goals. EM will base this report on FY 1998, F T  
1999, and Fy 2000 BA and metrics data consistent with the Congressional budget request. 

. 9.4 Program Management and Evaluation ! 
I For the execution year, Headquarters will receive relevant status information from the Operations/Field 

Office that includes cost performance, schedule performance (milestones completed), and a list of major 
issueskoncerns. This routine reporting will allow EM to demonstrate financial and managerial control. 

EM will collect execution tracking data quarterly for PBS actual cost, execution narratives, and 
milestones (other than DNFSB commitments), monthly for Office of Science and Technology Technical 
Task Plans (TTPs) and DNFSB milestones, and semi-annually for performance measures. EM will use 
these data to support the QMR, the Quarterly Report to the Office of Field Management, and various 
program management activities. 

Routine reporting will also allow Headquarters management to track key milestones (e.g., those on the 
critical path, enforceable agreement milestones, etc.). Along with routine interactions between 
Headquarters and the sites, PABS will identify potential cost and schedule problems. Programmatic risk 
attributes have been associated with waste streams and selected milestones (i.e., those on the critical 
path) to further enhance the focus on potential risks in these areas. 
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pata Uses for Science and Technology Development ' 

9.5 Science and Technology Development 

-- 

Guidance 4-2 
Technology Needs Validation 

Technology Gap and Cost Savings 
Analysis 
S&T Investment Impact Analysis 

~ 

EM will use the Paths to Closure Science and Technology data to improve and measure the impact of 
EM'S science and technology investments by contributing to the following processes: 

Validation of Site Science and Technology Needs and Opportunities Statements and Focus Area 
work Packages 

The guidance for April 15, 1999 requires the Operationsflield Office to identify science and technology 
needs and opportunities directly in the technical approach section of the relevkt PBS. This requirement 
dictates an additional level of communication between the Science and Technology Coordinating group 
(STCG) and the PBS manager and serves as a validation of the FY 1999 site science and technology 
'needs and opportunity statement. 

Operationsflield Offices will validate Focus Area Work Packages in a manner similar to the validation of 
the FY 1999 needs statements. Focus Area teams have proposed linkages between their work packages 
and the PBSs and the existing IT 1998 STCG needs. EM will validate the applicability of the work 
packages to specific PBSs and corresponding FV 1999 needs statements in the. technical approach 
sections of the PBSs. This validation enables the Focus Area Work Package to be included in the Office 
of Science and Technology national prioritization methodology. EM will not fund those Focus Area 
Work Packages that are proposed, but do not show up in PBSs. 

National Prioritization of EM'S Science and Technology Investments 

For the first time, EM used a national tool to help prioritize Focus Area Work Packages for the FY 2000 
Internal Review Budget. The tool used data that the OperationsField Offices submitted in January 1998 
as part of P a r k  co Closure. These data included: PBS life-cycle cost; Environment, Safety and Health 
risk and project visibility; technological risk from the SDD and the critical closure paths analysis; FY 
1998 STCG needs; technology deployments; and potential cost savings. While the data were of 
insufficient quality in a number of cases, the prioritization tool proved effective in providing an initial 
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ranlung of Focus Area Work Packages. EM is currently taking steps to improve the national 
prioritization system for use in preparing the  FY 2001 Internal Review Budget and theTY 2000 Program 
Execution Guidance. While EM intends to change some of the criteria and modify their weights, there is 
a commitment to use Paths to Closure data to conduct the prioritization. 

Identification of Technology Gaps and Technology Based Cost Savings Where EM is Not, But 
Should Be, Making Science and Technology Investments. 

- EM will use Paths to Closure data &identify those PBSs, disposition streams, critical pathways, and FY 
1999 needs statements that require, but do not currently/have, adequate science and technology 
investments. By evaluating the technical approach sections of the PBSs, the technological risk levels in 
the SDD, and the critical closure paths, EM can help determine where the highest technological risks 
with the greatest impact lie. This activity is currently underway under the auspices of the EM Integration 
effort (see below), but is focused on using only the disposition map data. EM will also use the Paths TO 
Closure data to identify the highcost, long term projects with low technological risks. EM will analyze 
these PBSs to determine if new technology could be brought to bear to reduce costs at the possible 
expense of greater programmatic risk. 

The EM Research and Development Program Plan identifies four complementary performance measures 
for use in evaluating the impact of EM'S investments in science and technology. EM can also use the 
measures to indicate how effectively EM'S PBS managers use the advancements in science and the 
availability of new technology to execute their projects. The performance measures include: technology 
based contributions to EM'S enhanced performance goals; the impact of deploying new technology; the 
ability to meet high priority site needs; and, reduction in programmatic risk. With the addition of Focus 
Area Work Packages to the PBSs, the SDD, and the critical closure path milestones, the information 
needed to support these performance measures will be available in the April 1999 OperationsField 
Office data submittal. EM can then evaluate Focus Areas on their ability to meet high priority needs 
within the schedule requirements of the PBSs as well as their effectiveness in supporting reduction in 
technological risk. 

I 

* _ _  Measuring the Impakt of EM'S Science and Technology Investments. 
1 

I 

I 

i 

! 
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CHAPTER 10 DATACOLLECTION TOOLS 

0 AVS Front End @ 

EM is using two data collection tools for the FY 1999 Corporate Database update: the Limited Updating, 
Viewing, and Reporting Tool and the Analysis and Visualization System (AVS). The following sections 
provide an overview of the relationship of the data collection tools to EM'S data rnanagament process; 
the schedule of data update, review and approval; and EM'S strategy for technical and site user support 
for the data collection process. 

10.1 

The Limited Updating, Viewing, and Reporting Tool will support data collection at the Project, 
Geographic Site, SSL, and Operations/Field Office Levels, while AVS will support data collection at the 
Stream Level (see Exhibit 10- 1 below). 

8 

Data Collection Methods and Reporting Options .. 

i Limited Updating, Viewing 
and Reporting Tool 

Field Input of 
Stream Data 

L d i 

SSL, Geographic Site, 
and OperationslField 

Office. Data 

j Field Modifies 
Database 

(t 

v 
0 

i A 

i 

---- + Data Seeding 

I _ _ _ _ _  - - _ _ _ _ _ _  -b Database 
I io 

Data Update 1 - orxransfer 

Seeded 
Operations 

Office 

Exhibit 10-1: Data Collection Tools 

Exhibit 10-1 summarizes the data flows during the update process: 
1. 
2. 

EM seeds stream data from the EM Corporate Database into the Stream Disposition Database 
The OperationsField Office updates stream data using AVS 

December 21, 1998 10-1 



I 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6,7. As an alternative to (2) andor (3, OperationsIField Offices‘can provide batch input to the 

Periodically, EM updates stream data in the EM Corporate Database with the valid data from the 
Stream Disposition Data 
All data other than stream data are migrated to the new EM Corporate Database, reflecting the 
current approved requirements 
The Operationsfiield Office updates all non-stream data using the Limited Updating, Viewing, and 
Reporting Tool 

Corporate Database through a seeded file from the EM Corporate Database. Operations/Field 
Offices need to get permission’frorn the EM CIO by January 6, 1999 to enable support for batch 
input. Following EM CIO procedures, the OperatjondField Office can update the seeded database 
and submit it back to Headquarters. Headquarters will validate the batch input data and upload it to 
the EM Corporate Database. OperationdField Offices can then editiupdare the data through the 
Limited Updating, Viewing, and Reporting Tool. 

A list of standard reporting options wiil be accessible through the Limited Updating, Viewing, and 
Reporting Tool and AVS. For example, the AVS list should include: Baseline Disposition Maps, 
Input/Output Diagrams, Quality Control (QC) checks & reports (e.g., shipping & receiving reports, 
qualitative and quantitative disconnects, annual shipping schkdule disconnects); PBS sumaries; and, 
barrier “stoplight” overfays. The User Handbooks will contain the final list of reports that these tools 
support. 

10.2 Data Update, Review and Approval Schedule 

Exhibit 10-2 summarizes the schedule for Headquarters data collection, data guidance, and training and 
support in the Spring Update. 
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’ Training & SDD Review/ 
SUPPOfi . QUFeedback 

c 
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Sites 

Working Data 
VerifyNpdate 

Policylprocess Issue Technical 

Guidance 

Preliminary SDD 

Review 
C Available for c Final SDD 

Lifecycle 
Planning and FY 
2001 Formulation 

Data 

_ -  : ‘. 

Exhibit 10-2: Data Update, Review, and Approval 

Issue PolicvProcess Guidance (December, 1998): This guidance provides details on how system 
implementation will proceed, when data are to be made available for initial Headquarters and 
National Program review, and when final, site approved data must be available for preparation of 
the next Paths to Closure report. OperationsField Offices should prepare to start updating data in 
January. 

0 Issue Technical Guidance and Tools (January/February, 1999): EM will release the Technical 
Guidance and necessary data collection tools (populated with current working data) to support the 
Spring Update. OperationsField Offices begin enteringhpdating SDD. 

0 Traininn and Support (January, 1999): EM will provide training and technical support to sites to 
speed their understanding and use of system features. 

OperationsField Offices VerifWpdate Working Data (January - April, 1999): OperationsField 
Offices verify and/or revise the working data provided in the tools. OperationsField Offices 
“own” the working data and have exclusive editing authority over the data. 
HeadquartersProgram reviews of data (described below) channel comments back to the 
OperationsField Offices for their approval. 

December 2 1, 1998 10-3 



1 

Preliminaw SDD Available (March, 1999): Starting in March, EM will provide preliminary 
Operationsfiield Office updated SDD through the  AVS to support reviews by Headquarters Site 
Leads, National Programs, and other data users. 

SDD Review/OC/Feedback Process (March, 1999): Headquarters, National P r o & m  and 
OperationsIField Offices will work closely to identify and‘correct disconnects and inconsistencies 
in the working data set. Reviews will begin at least 30 days prior to final data deadline to allow 
adequate time for issue identkcation, iteration, and resolution. In AVS, working to resolve inter- 
site transfer disconnects will .be a priority. Thezview process will include, but will not be 
limited to: conducting QC checks, sending QUissue summary reports to sites, follow-up 
decisions, and technical support as required to facilitate issue resolution. OperationdField 
Offices will then adjust their working SDD as appropriate. 

Final SDD (April, 199%: OperationsField Offices must be prepared to release a ”field-approved” 
SDD set for Headquarters use in preparation of the Purh  io Cfosure report, budget formulation, 
and other analyses and reports. 

Lifecycle Plan&nEt and Ey 2001 Formulation Data (April, 1999): OperationdFieid Offices must 
submit the lifecycle planning and FY 2001 formulation data in the Limited Updating, Viewing, 
and Reporting Tool. 

10.3 EM Support 

10.3.1 SiteUser Training and Technical Support 

Training and support will be available throughout the data update process. OperationdField Offices can . 
schedule onsite training sessions for the AVS tool by contacting Jonathan Kang (301) 903-7178. More 
information on training for the Limited Updating, Viewing, and Reporting Tool is forthcoming. EM will 
provide technical assistance and support, as required, to ensure that the update process proceeds 
smoothly. EM is prepared to provide onsite assistance, one-on-one phone suppod, or group conference 
calls to assist the data collection process. 

10.3.2 Technical Guidance and Detailed Instructions 

The Limited Updating, Viewing, and Reporting Tool and AVS User Handbooks will include detailed 
screen-by-screen data entry instructions, data element definitions, data collection work forms, and 
descriptions of standard reporting options. EM has designed these instructions and aids to be as efficient 
as possible while fostering consistent complex-wide interpretation and application of key IPABS data 
element requirements and relationships. 

The Handbooks will provide all of the information needed to use the Limited Updating, Viewing, and 
Reporting Tool and the AVS as data maintenance and entry tools. They will describe each data entry 
screen and any associated data collection forms, how to edit working data, how to enter new data and 
streams, and how to generate reports and submit final data. > 
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The detailed instructions will provide data element definitions and references and describe all of the 
logical data relationships to the user, and explain the importance of maintaining complete and consistent 
baselines. 

I 

. .  

8 .  
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CHAPTER 11 SITE INPUTS TO PATHS TO CLOSURE , 

This chapter discusses two sets of requirements for which EM Headquarters requests Operations/Field 
Office input: (1) 1999 update to the site Paths to Closure reports and ( 2 )  the site-related portions of the 
1999 update of the National Paths to Closure report. 

ITI. End State and Stewardship 
Discussion of the end of FY 2006 end state and the planning end state (if different from 
2006). Sites should base Paths to Closure and associated data on the best available end state 
assumptions for each geographic site. However, OperationslField Offices must make 
decisions about end states and cleanup approaches to achieve those end states in accordance 
with the requirements of CERCLA, RCR4, and other applicable statutes and may differ from 
the assumptions described in this document. 
Include current use maps, 2006 end-state map, and planning end-state map (if different from 
2006) 
Discussion of future use plans for the site(s) 
Discussion and description of long-term stewardship requirements (costs of long-term 
surveillance and maintenance and types of activities) 

11.1 Site Paths to Closure Reports 

As was the case in 1998, each OperationsEield Office must prepare a site version of Paths to Closure. 
This section contains an outline for these reports. All Sformation that the site reports must be consistent 
with the information provided to Headquarters on April 15, 1999. 

. b. 

Executive Summary 
Provide a synopsis of each section of this outline (graphics are encouraged) 

I ,  

I. Introduction 
Overview of geographic site(s) and EM mission ( e g ,  purpose, background) including discussion of 
site history and major challenges -- 

II. Strategies and Prioritization 
General overview of cleanup approach; expected accomplishments through 2006 and post 
2006, and what activities remain after 2006 
General discussion of EM policies such as compliance, risk, environmental safety and health, 
worker transition . 
Description of the compliance drivers at the site(s) 
Discussion of broad siteINationa1 planning assumptions 
Discussion of relationship between the budget formulation process and the life-cycle 
planning process 
Oventiew of contracting approach, with description of organizational responsibilities in 
administering contracts, and percentage of site’s overall budget expended on different 
contract types 
Status of privatization projects, if applicable 
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IV. Scope, Cost, and Schedule 
Description of the scope of work to be performed to achieve the end state .' 
Cost and schedule (life-cycle cost profile and project completion profile graphic)-- include 
costs in current 1999 dollars 
Cost and schedule estimating methodology (including validation status of current baselines) 0 

V. Critical Closure Path 
Identification and discussion of critical closure path that outlines high-level activities, events, 
andor decisions that have't&occur to meet the EM mission completion date (include critical 
closure path graphic) I C  

VI. ProgressKhanges From Last Year 
Discussion of success stories from FY 1998 
Discussion of any changes to baseline assumptions from last year 
Discussion of the reason why the life-cycle cost has changed 
Discussion of any major changes in the critical closure path or the EM mission completion 
date 
Discussion of how FY 1998 performance affected life-cycle cost and schedule 

__ 

Vn. Disposition Planning 

Include disposition maps 
Discussion of waste and material disposition plans including waste and material interfaces 

Discussion of "TBD' waste stream status for disposition maps 

VIII. Programmatic Risk 
Detailed description of the high programmatic risk activities, events, and streams related to 
the critical closure path or the disposition of wastdmedia 
Summary of programmatic risks at the site(s) (See Attachment J for an example) 
Brief discussion of mitigation plans for the high risk activities/events 

M. Public/Worker/Environmental Hazards and Risks 
Discussion of risks and hazards profile for each waste type including description of 
magnitude of the problem at the site(s) - this discussion should be based on the Site Risk 
Profiles developed by each site in conjunction with the Center for Risk Excellence 
Description of the 5-10 most serious P/W/E h&ds and risks and how the site is addressing 
the risks 

XI. Enhanced Baseline Development (optional) (See Section 7.5) 
Identify individual opportunities to optimize the cost and schedule at each site by leveraging 
opportunities in the following areas: integration opportunities (inter and intra-site) consistent 
with the ongoing integration initiative; application of science and technology and process 
change; and from lessons learned 

XII. Tribal Nation, State and Local Government Official, Regulator, and Stakeholder 
Involvement 

Description of the opportunities that OperationsField Offices have provided for Tribal 
Nations, state and local government officials, regulators, and stakeholders to be involved, 

~~ ~ 
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including involvement in developingSite Risk Profiles and in integration activities and the 
method the OperationsField Offices used to consider any input received i. 

Discussion of future opportunities for Tribal Nations, state and local government officials, 
regulators, and stakeholders to participate and plans for considering their input 

11.2 Site-related Portions of the National Paths to Closure Report 

EM Headquarters requires assistFce from each Operations/Field Office in updating the site-related 
portions of the 1998 National Paths'fo Closure report for this year's annual update to the National report. 
The site-related portions of last year's report' include aap te r  3 (for the Rocky Flats Field Office, the 
Richland Operations Office, and the Savannah River Operations Office) and Appendix E (for the 
remaining Operationsfiield Offices). 

Current plans call for the site-related portions of the1999 National Paths to Closure report to follow the 
same general organization andformat as the 1998 report; however the location of individual 
Operationflield Office sections may be different (Le., they may all be in the same general location in 
1999). Therefore, EM Headquarters requests each Operations/Field Office to review their respective 
portions of either Chapter 3 or Appendix E of the 1998 report and provide line edits and new information 
as indicated below by&pril30, 1999: 

-- 

Overview (Introductory Section). Operations/Field offices should mark-up last year's 
section. 
End State. Operations/Field offices should mark-up last y e d s  section. 
Work Scoue Summary. OperationsEield offices should mark-up last year's section and 
ensure that the mark-up is consistent with SDD and relevant disposition maps, 
Critical Closure Path. Operationflield offices should provide a summary critical closure 
path graphic, which is consistent with critical closure path milestones in the database. 
Promammatic Risk. OperationdField offices need not provide any mark-ups of last year's 
text. The programmatic risk description in the 1999 National Paths to Closure report will 
focus on the summary table provided (see Attachment J). 

Except for the summary critical closure path graphic referenced in the third bullet point above, 
OperationsEield Offices need not update any of the graphics in Chapter 3 or Appendix E because EM 
Headquarters will update those graphics using the data OperationslField Offices supply by April 15, 1999 
in response to this guidance document. 

'Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure, U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Environmental Management 
(DOEEM-0362). Washington, DC, June 1998. 
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Attachment A: Detailed Schedule 

Exhibit A-1: Overall Milestones for Data Guidance and Data Submission ! 

December 2 1, 1998 Issue Policy and Guidance for Spring Update 

Submit Phase IT Budget Data (FY 1999 and 2000) to Headquarters 

Issue Technical Guidance and AVS Tool 

December 30, 1998 
~~ ~~ ~~ 

January 15, 1999 

January 31,1999 Final Date to Request C f i g e s  to PBS Structure 

February 1,1999 
~ ~ ~~ 

Issue Technical Guidance and Tool for Lifecycle Planning and FY 
2001 Formulation Data 

Sqbmit Preliminary SDD in AVS 

ReviewAJpdate SDD 

. 

t. 

I. 

March 15,1999 

_ _  
Submit Final SDD in AVS 

Submit Planning Data in Limited Updating, Viewing, and Reporting 
Tool 

Submit FY 2001 Formulation Data in Limited Updating, Viewing, and 
Reporting Tool 

April 15, 1999 

April 15,1999 

Submit Validated Nuclear Materials Baseline Disposition Maps to 
Headquarters 

Exhibit A-2: Milestones Specific to Paths to Closure 

Submit Site Summaries for National Paths tu Closure Report. April 30, 1999 

May 14, 1999 Submit Draft Site Paths tu Closure to Headquarters 

June 1999 
~- 

I Final NationaVSite P a t h  tu Closure Issued 1 
Exhibit A-3: Milestones Specific to the FY 2001 Budget Process 

I lxD I Headquarters will transmit FY 2001-M 2006 targets as soon as they 
become available. 

April 15 - I May 15, 1999 .I Headquarters Analyses FY 2001 budget data. 

Mid-May 1999 EM Corporate Forum hearings on the F Y  2001 budget request. I 
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Mid-May - June 
1999 

Early August 1999 

September 1, 1999 

October '1 999 

Mid-November 1999 

Mid-to-late 
November 1999 

Late December '1999 

Late December 1999- 
January, 2000 

Early February 2000 

August 2000 

September 2000 

October 1,2000 

October - Mid 
November, 2000 

Mid-November-Earl y 
December 2000 

February 2001 

May 2001 

August 2001 

November 200 1 

Headquarters develops FY 2001 Corporate Review Budget for the 
submission to the Chief Financial Officer. Stakeholderinvolvement 
in the financial aspects of the FY 2000 budget is suspended since the 
budget data is embargoed. 

EM receives final Secretarial decisions'on the FY 2001 6udget and 
begins developing OMB budget submission. 

DOEvransmits EM budget submission to OMB. 
~~ ~ ~ 

Headquarters transmits f6r the FY 2001 Performance Based Budget 
Guidance requesting phased updates to FY 1999, FY 2000 and FY 
2001 data. 

Phase I update to Ey 1999 budget authority and yearend actual data 
for budget and performance measures due. 

EM receives OMB Ey 2001 passback decisions from O m .  
_ _  

Phase II update to FY 2000 budget and performance data to reflect the 
Appropriation and updates to the Ey 2001 data to reflect the OMB 
passback. 

Headquarters develops FY 2001 Congressional budget request. 

The Department of Energy transmits EM'S FY 2001 budget to 
Congress. 

EM develops initial Approved Funding Program(AFP) based on 
Appropriation action to date. Field begins development of FY 2001 
Management Commitments based on AFP level of funding. 

Congress appropriates funding for FY 2001. 

FY 2001 fiscal year begins. 

EM allocates Ey 2001 appropriation to Field Offices. 

Field reviews FY 2001 allocations and revises and finalizes 
Management Commitments based on final EM allocations, where 
necessary. 

First Quarterly Management Review 

Second Quarterly Management Review 

Third Quarterly Management Review 

Fourth Quarterly Management Review 
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April 15 

Apnl 15 

I 

2-1 and 8-8 

11-2 and Attachment J 

I ,  Attachment B ' 

Information Required to be Submitted by the Field through June 15,1999 

Apnl30 

Budget and Science and Technology 
Needs Data in Accordance with the 
October 21, 1998 Guidance 

All Requests for Changes to the PBS 
Structure Due to EM-23 (Eli Brchstein) 

I 2-1 and 11-3 

Submit Draft SDD in AVS 

May 14 

June 15 

Submit Final SDD in AVS 

2-1 and 11-1 - 11-2 

2-1 and 11-1 - 11-2 

Submit Life-Cycle Planning Data in 
Limited Updating, Viewi&;'and 
Reporting Tool 

Submit FY 2001 Formulation Data in 
Limited Updating;.Viewing and 
Reporting Tool 

Excess Facility Order of Magnitude 
Estimate 

Estimate of How Changes in End State 
Affect Cost and Schedule for Selected 
Sites (TBD) 

PBS and Site Annual Baseline 
Reconciliation Explanations 

Submit Validated Nuclear Material 
Baseline Disposition Maps 

Programmatic Risk Summaries in SSLs 

Submit Updates to Site Summaries for 
the National Paths to Closure Report 

Draft Site Paths to Closure Reports 

Final Site Paths to Closure Reports 

See Guidance I N/A . 

March 'i; 2-1 a d  10-1 - 10-4 
April 15 I 2-1 and 10-1 - 10-4 I 
April 15 

April 15 

I I April 15 5-2 

April 15 5-2 and 8-10 
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Attachment C 
Broad Objectives and Scope of the IPABS-IS 

, 

Objectives of IPABS-IS 
1.  Support EM’s business processes, including planning, budgeting and execution that are 

integral to achieving EM’s mission. 

2. Bring timely and reliable data to the desktops of Field and Headquarters users, which is 
relevant to progradproject management and reportin; activities, and national policy. 

EM’s ability to consistently and accurately provide information to other DOE programs 
(including FM, CFO, and EH), to stakeholdas, to other Federal Agencies, and to Congress. 

b. 
3. ’ 

4. Support the replacement of current data collection processes that are duplicative, time 
consuming or poorly coordinated. 

Move from disconndcted tools to an integrated data management toolset. 

Provide a system compliant with Y2K requirements. 

5. 

6. 
. *’ 

i. ‘. , -- 

Scope of the XPABS-Is 

The IPABS-IS system should: 

1,. Allow for input, storage, and output of corporate data supporting the EM program. 

2. Serve as the single data source for EM’S primary business processes. 

3. Provide mechanisms to track and relate information in support of a chronological sequence of 
data updates and outputs during the fiscal year. 

4. Support an architecture and design for data synchronization whereby multiple Field Office and 
Headquarters users requiring access to the same data will receive consistent information. 

5 .  Provide access to information required by EM Headquarters, but not serve as a field project 
management system. 

6. Allow for data input through on-line or batch processing mechanisms. In other words, data 
input mechanisms should provide for a direct link to a central system, or an ability to update 
data through other data transfer mechanisms (e.g., FTP transfer of data tables). 

7. Have the ability to accept periodic data transfers from related systems at a predetermined 
schedule through batch processing. Related systems include MARS, CARS, ORPS, FIMS, 
and NMIS. 

Allow for information output through direct access to a central system, or through verbal 
requests where support staff can prepare and transmit requested outputs. Support standard and 
ad hoc reports and queries from either access mechanism. 

8. 

9. .Allow data to be reported at appropriate levels based on organizational need and business 
function, including the ability to aggregate data or drill down to lower levels of information 
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10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

(limited by the level of data collection agreed to for the requirement) on an as needed basis. 
Do not collect the same data at different levels. 

Provide security and access control for Headquarters and Field users based on an agreed upon 
change control process. 

Accommodate a security architecture where Headquarters, Field staff, and stakeholders access 
information based on userdefined access rights. 

Provide for a database to. be initially.populated by data from current systems, including a pre- 
defined set of historical d&a. 

After implementation, retain a complete set of historical data for each fiscal year. 

- ;  

I ,  

Support the needs of EM’S business processes for at least the next 5 years. 

Allow for the futuredbility to store Congressional question and answer information, linking the 
information supplied with the relevant site(s) and/or PBS(s). 

. -- 
_ r  

1. ’. 
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Attachment E 
Site Requests for Project Changes 

The PBS framework allows EM to provide accurate, consistent, and defensible data. The “projectized” 
PBS system that EM has instituted with the support of OperationsField Ofices is the basis for planning, 
budgeting, and execution in  EM. Maintaining a consistent list of PBSs is essential. There may be cases 
where sites want to change the PBS structure. 

J 

Requests for PBS changes must be submitted to Headquarters no later than January 29,1999. A 
decision on whether to grant the, request will be rendered by Headquarters within four weeks of 
receipt of the request. Approval ;equires EM-20, EM-70, and Site Lead Deputy Assistant 
Secretary concurrence. Any requests received aftec-January 2 9 ~  require EM-1 approval and may 
be subject to additional requirements. 

What should be included in the Request? 

To initiate a PBS change, OpefationdField Offices are required to complete the Project Baseline 
Summary Change Request form shown below. The requests for changes to PBSs must begin with a 
description of why the existing PBS structure must be changed. This description should discuss the 
particulars of any scopq changes that necessitate a new PBS, or the fundamental reasons that a new PBS 
structure would improve project management at the site, and improve overall efficiency. 

-- 

The description of the reasoning behind the request for changes should be followed by a description of 
how the PBS changes will be implemented. In order to maintain continuity of the EM cleanup mission, 
Headquarters must be notified of how the roanaging Operationsfiield Office plans on distributing and 
reconciling historical data with the current PBS. A specific list of data that must be crosswallced will be 
provided by Headquarters. 

For example, in cases where a site is requesting that two related PBSs be combined to form a new single 
PBS, data for the source PBSs will need to be attributed to the new single PBS. In addition, in cases 
where a PBS will be broken into multiple PBSs, the data elements from the original PBS must be broken 
out into the new PBSs. The totals should remain unchanged, if the scope does not change. 

New PBSs may be approved in’cases where additional work scope is required, and would be best 
managed as a separate project (e.g., cases where a new facility needs to be constructed). If the  creation 
of a new PBS has an effect on existing PBSs (e.g., a shift in baseline dollars, milestones, or attributed 
facilities, etc.), those changes will need to be identified. 

Steps Followinn ADproval 
Once a PBS change has been approved by Headquarters, the site must prepare documentation to make the 
new PBS consistent with the previously existing PBS framework. ALL data elements from the original 
PBSs should appear in the revised PBS structure. The new baseline cost figures should be mapped to the 
original PBSs, along with a narrative of the changes so that 

Headquarters can trace the changes made. If the creation of new PBSs has  an effect on existing PBSs, 
the necessary changes to all affected PBSs must be made. 
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PROJECT BASELINE SUMMARY CHANGE REQUEST 
FY 2001 Budget Formulation Cycle 

OperationsField Office 

Date: (to be submitted no later than  1/29/99) 

The 
baseline summary(ies). 

Operations/Field Office is requesting the ,following changeto its project 

\. 

Justification: 1 .  

_ _  
Requested Implementation Time Frame: Execution Year 

BY - Budget Year (FY2000) 
BY+l -Budget Outyear (FY2001) 

I 

C r o s s w a l k  Attached (This crosswalk enables EM-23 to accurately move the funds from the old 
PBS(s) to the new PBS(s), as well as maintain accurate records regarding funding transfers between 
projects. 

Director, Office of Budget, EM-23 DAS for Planning, Policy & Budget, EM-20 

DAS for Site Operations, EM-70 

Cognizant Site DAS 

Site Team Lead 

, 

Approval based on the assumption that the operationslfield office will follow up in the next P a t h  io Closure I 

update with appropriate documentation. 
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Attachment F 
Geographic Site List 

The following tables list 134'geographic sites (including the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant) that EM has 
historically included in its scope. Following are five tables: 

1. Sites Completed Prior to 1997 (Table C.l) 

23 FUSRAP* sites 
16 UMTRA' sites 

11 Other sites 

. b. (long-term surveillande and monitoring and groundwater 
monitoring as.Fequired included in Paths to Closure) 
(long-term sufveillance and monitoring as required included in 
Paths to Closure) 

' 

50 total sites completed prior to 1997 

Sites Completed in 1467 (Table C.2) 

2 FUSRAP sites 

4 Other sites 

2. 
. -. 

4 UMTRA sites (included in Paths to Closure) -- 
(included in Paths to Closure) 

10 total sites completed in 1997 
I 

3. Sites Transferred to the United States Army Corps of Engineers (Table C.3) 

21 FUSRAP Sites 

I 

I 

1 

21 total sites transferred to the United States Army Corps of Engineers 

4. Sites Completed in 1998 (Table C.4) 

2 UMTRA sites (completed) 
2 UMTRA sites (delisted) 
1 Other Site 

3 total sites completed in 1998 
2 total Sites delisted 

5 ;  Sites remaining as of the beginning of FY 1999 (Table C.5) 

0 FUSRAP sites 
0 UMTRA sites 
48 other sites 

53 total sites remaining 

Formerly Utilized Remedial Action Program 2 

Uranium Mill Tailings Remedial Action 3 
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Alaska 
Arizona 

' Table C. 1 Sites Completed Prior to 1997 

Nevada Project Chariot (Nevada Offsite) completed 
Albuquerque Monument Valley (UMTRA site) . completed 

, Arizona 
California 

Albuquerque Tuba City (UMTRA site) .,- completed 
Albuquerque Oxnard Facility comdeted 

I . .  I I 1 California I Albuquerque' Salton Sea Test Base I completed I 
California 
Colorado 

Oak Ridge University of California (FUSRAP site) completed 
Albuquerque Durangb (UMTRA site) ' completed . .  - .  

Colorado I Albuquerque I Grand Junction Mill Tailings Site (UMTRA site) I completed I 
Colorado 
Connecticut 

Albuquerque Gunnison (UMTRA site) completed 
Oak Ridge Seymour Specialty Wire (FUSRAP site) completed 

Florida 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Illinois 

~~ 

Albuquerque Peak Oil PRP Participation completed 
Albuquerque Kauai Test Facility completed 
Albuquerque Lowman (UMTRA site) completed 
Qak Ridge . Granite City Steel (FUSRAP site) ~ -completed 
Oak Ridge National Guard Armory (FUSRAP site) completed 

Illinois 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Nebraska 

I - I I I New Mexico 1 Oak Ridge I Acid/Pueblo Canyons (FUSRAP site) I completed I 

- _ .  

Oak Ridge University of Chicago (FUSRAP site) completed 
Oak Ridge Chapman Valve (FUSRAP site) completed 
Oak Ridge General Motors (FUSRAP site) completed 
Chicaqo ' Hallam Nuclear Power Facility comdeted 

New Jersey 
New Jersev 

- 
Oak Ridge Kellex/Pierpont (FUSRAP) completed. 
Oak Ridae Middlesex Municipal Landfill (FUSRAR site) comoleted 

I . .  
New Mexico I Albuquerque' I Pagano Salvage Yard I completed I 

New Mexico 
New Mexico 

Albuquerque Ambrosia Lake (UMTRA site) completed 
Oak Ridge Bay0 Canyon (FUSRAP site) completed 

New Mexico 
New Mexico 

Oak Ridge Chupadera Mesa (FUSRAP site) completed 
Albuquerque Holloman AFB completed 

I Herring-Hall Marvin Safe Company (FUSRAP completed I Ohio I OakRidge I site) I 

New Mexico 
New Mexico 

Albuquerque Shiprock (UMTRA site) I completed 
Albuquerque South Valley Superfund Site I completed 

I Oregon 

New York 
New York 

Ohio 

I Albuquerque I Lakeview (UMTRA site) 

Oak Ridge Baker and Williams Warehouses (FUSRAP site) completed 
Oak Ridge Niagara Falls Storage Site Vicinity Properties completed 

Oak Ridge Alba Craft (FUSRAP site) completed 
(FUSRAP site) 

I Pennsvlvania I Oak Ridae I Aliauima Forge (FUSRAP site) i ComDleted I 

Ohio 
Ohio 
Ohio 
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Oak Ridge Associate Aircraft (FUSRAP site) completed 
Oak Ridge B&T Metals (FUSRAP site) completed 
Oak Ridge Baker Brothers (FUSRAP site) completed 

Ohio 
Oregon 

Chicago Piqua, Ohio Site completed 
Oak Ridqe Albany Research Center (FUSRAP site) comrieted 



. -- 

. .  . 
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I _. 

. Colorado I Albuquerque I New Rifle (UMTRA site) 

Colorado Albuquerque Slick Rock Old North Continent (UMTRA site) 
Colorado 

Illinois I Chicago I Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory 

. .  . J .' 

Albuquerque - i. Slick Rock Union Carbide (UMTRA site) 

. .  I .. 

Table C.2 Sites Completed in 1997 \ ! I  

I JJI 

1997 
1997 
1997 
1997 
1997 
1997 
I a07 

I California 

Massachusetts 

I Geothermal Test FaciIitv 

Ventron (FUSRAP site) 1997 Oak Ridge 

1997 

i 

New Jersey Oak Ridge 

I Colorado 

New Brunswick Site (FUSRAP site) 

I Florida 

I Albuaueraue I Old Rifle (UMTRA site) 

I Albuaueraue I Pinellas Plant 

1 
I Illinois I Chicago I Site A 

. -- . -' . .  .. . 
. .  

. .  
. .  . 

. . . .  . .  
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New Jersey 
New Jersey 
New York 
New York 
New York 
New Yo& 
New York 

I 

~ ~~- 

Oak Ridge Middlesex Sampling Plant (FUSRAP site) transferred 
Oak Ridge Wayne (FUSRAP site) transferred 
Oak Ridge Ashland 1 (FUSRAP site) --transferred . 
Oak Ridge - Ashland 2 (FUSRAP site) transferred 
Oak Ridge 
Oak Ridge 
Oak Ridqe 

Table C.3 Sites Transferred to the United States Army Corps of Engineers 

Bliss & Laughlin Steel (FUSRAP site) 
CoIonie (FUSRAP site) 
Linde Air Products (FUSRAP site) 

New York OakRidge ~ Niagara Falls Storage Site (FUSRAP site) 
New York Oak Ridge Seaway Industrial Park (FUSRAP site) 
Ohio Oak Ridge Luckey (FUSRAP site) 
Ohio Oak Ridge Painesville (FUSRAP site) 

~~ 

transferred 
transferred 
transferred 
transferred 
transferred 
transferred 
transferred 

1 
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* \  * ,' 1 Table C.4 Sites Completed in ,1998 

Colorado 
North Dakota 
North Dakota 
Puerto Rico 

Albuquerque Naturita (UMTRA site) 1998 
Albuquerque Belfield (UMTRA site) Delisted4 

Delisted Albuquerque Bowman (UMTRA site) 
Oak Ridge - ,. Center for Energy and Environmental Research 1998 

_ c  . .  .. . 

. .  

. .  
. -  . 

. , . . .. , . - .  
. _ . . . .  

Designation of this site under the Uranium Mill Tailings Radiation Control Act was revoked May 1998; i.e., 
DOE'S authority for this site was terminated using an administrative procedure. 

4 
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Table C.5 Sites with Ongoing EM CleanupMlaste Management Activities 

Now scheduled'for 1999 5 

. Although the Nevada Test Site mission will be complete in 2014, i t  will be open to receive low-level waste 
from other sites through 2070. 

. I  
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New York 

Miamisburg Environ'mental Management 
Project 
Ashtabula Environmental Management Project 
Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant 
Savannah River Site 

Oak Ridge Reservation (Y-12, ORNL, K-25, 
ORR) 
Pantex Plant 
'Monticello Remedial Action Project 
Hanford Site 

Ohio 
Ohio 2008/2005 

2003 
2005 
2038 

2013 ~ 

2002 
2001 
2046 

__ 

Ohio 
Ohio 
South Carolina 

~- ~~ 

Tennessee 

Texas 
Utah 
Washinaton 

Ohio 
Ohio 

Ohio 

Ohio 
Ohio 

Ohio 
Oak Ridg,? I 
Say an ria h 
River 
Oak .,*' Ridge 

.. . 

Albuquerque 
Albuquerque 
Richland 

- West Jefferson 
Fernald Environmental Management Project I 2008/2005 I 

! Paths to Closure addresses all completed EM sites for which EM is responsible for long-term 
I surveillance and monitoring from Table C. 1. 

Paths to Closure addresses ail sites that still required cleanup as of the beginning of FT 1997 (except for 
the two F U S W  sites completed in FY 1997). 

i 

B 

Now scheduled for 1999 1 '  
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Attachment G 
Performance Measure/Estirnated Budget Authority Comparison Table 

Both the table and definitions are consistent with those provided in the Environmental Managemenr FY 

. 

~~ 

On-Site and Commercial 
Disposal I 

Shipped to DOE Disposal Site 1 

J J 

J J 

2000 Performance Based Budget Guidance, Attachment D. 

WASTE ACTIVITIES 

High Level Waste (m3) 

. c. 

J I J Storage 

Treatment 
~ 

High Level Waste (m3) 

Canisters Produced High Level Waste 
(canisters) 

High Level Waste Construction - ' 

Transuranic Waste (m3) Storage 

Transuranic Waste (m3) Treatment . -- 

I J I. J 

~ ~~ ~~ 

Transuranic Waste (m3) On-Site Disposal 

Shipped to DOE Disposal Site J J I Transuranic Waste (m3) 

Transuranic Waste (m3) I NIA J Construction 

Mixed Low Level Waste 
(m7 

Storage 

Mixed Low Level Waste 
(m3) 

Treatment 

Mixed Low Level Waste 
~~ ~~ 

On-Site and Commercial 
Disposal 

Shipped to DOE Disposal Site Mixed Low Level Waste 
(m3) 

NIA Mixed Low Level Waste 
(m3) 

Low Level Waste (m3) 

Low Level Waste (m3) 

Construction 

I J Storage 

Treatment 

Low Level Waste (m3) 

Low Level Waste (m3) 

Low Level Waste (m3) Construction 

J J Hazardous Waste (metric 
tons) 
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I J 

J 

I NIA I J  

Hazardous Waste (metric 
tons) 

Commercial Waste 

Hazardous Waste (metric I Construction 
tons) 

Remediation Waste Remediation Waste Generated 

All Other Waste Typed All Other Waste Types 

AI1 Other WaSe Types I Construction 

REMEDIATION ACTIVITIES 

J J Release Sites Assessments 

J , 'J Release Sites Cleanups 
I 

N/A * J  Release Sites Disposal Facility 
(Design/Construction/ 

.e Operation) -_ 

d N/A J Release Sites Potentially Responsible Party 

I 
(PRP) Payments 

I 
I 

N/A J Release Sites Groundwater Remediation 

NfA . - J  Release Sites Provision of Alternative Water 
I Supply 

Post Remedial Action (RA) Long- 
Term S&M 

I N/A J Release Sites I 

1 J J Facilities Decommissioning - Assessments 

I J J Facilities Decommissioning-Cleanups 
i 

NIA J Facilities Pre-Decommissioning S&M 

1 

~~ ~~ ~~ 

1 NUCLEAR MATERIAL AND SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL (SNF) STABILIZATION & FAClLlTY 
DEACTIVATION ACTIVITIES 

- 
J 

J 

J 

Facilities 

Faci I i t i e s 

Facilities 

Facilities 

-Facilities not yet deactivated/ 
Facilities Monitored 
- Surveillance & Maintenance 

- Facilities deactivated during 
period 
-Deactivation 

- Facilities in Post-Deactivation 
Monitoring 
- Post-Deactivation Long-Term 
Monitoring 

Deactivation - Construction 
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J ' N/A 

Nuclear Materials Surveillance & Maintenance I 
Nuclear Materials 

Nuclear Materials 

Nuclear Materials . 

Nuclear Matejjals 

. .  

, 

Stabilization 

Stabilized - Plutonium Solution 
(liters) 

I N/A - I  J ! N/A Stabilized - Plutonium Residue 
(kg bulk) ' 

Stabilized - Plutonium 
MetaVOxides (containers) 

Stabilized - Uranium Solution 
(liters) 

Nuclear Materials 

Nuclear Materials 

I J I NIA 

I 

Nuclear Materials Stabilized - Uranium in Other 
Forms (kg bulk) ~ 

Stabilized -Other Nuclear 
Mategal in Solution Form (liters) 

Nuclear Materials Stabilized - Other Nuclear 
Material in Other Forms 
(handling units) 

Nuclear Materials Made Disposition Ready- 
Plutonium MetaVOxides or in 
Other Forms (containers) 

I I I .-.  N/A 
J Nuclear Materials 

~ 

Made Disposition Ready - On- 
Site - Uranium Solution (liters) 

Made Disposition Ready - Ship 
3ff-Site - Uranium Solution 
:liters) 

Nuclear Materials 

Nuclear Materials blade Disposition Ready - On- 
Site - Uranium in Other Foms 
:kg bulk) 

Nuclear Materials vlade Disposition Ready - Ship 
3ff-Site - Uranium in Other 
-orrns (kg bulk) 

vlade Disposition Ready - Other 
Juclear Materials in Solution 
-arm (liters) 

Aade Disposition Ready - Other 
Juclear Material in Other Forms 
containers) 

;urveillance & Maintenance 

J I N/A Nuclear Materials 

Nuclear Materials 

I J  Spent Nuclear Fuel (SNF) 

December 2 1, 1998 G-4 



J SNF Stabilization 

Construction 

‘SNF in stabilizatibn process, but 
not yet stabilized (MTHM and m3) 

SNF stabilized during period 
(MTHM and m3) 

Stable SNF, not disposition ready 
(MTHM and m3) 

SNF 

SNF 

SNF ’ 

J 

NIA J 

J N/A. ,. 
I. 

NIA SNF J 
~- ~~ ~- 

SNF made disposition ready 
during period (MTHM and m3) 

I J 

7 ,  

. &A I SNF SNF in disposition ready storage 
(MTHM and m3) 

OPERATIONAL ACTIVITIES 

J. Operational 

Operational 

Technical Program Support 

Conceptual Design Reports 

NIA 

N/A J 

J Operational. Other Project Related Bridge 
costs 

Uranium Leasing N/A J Operational (Albuquerque 

Operational 

only) 
Landlord NIA 

NIA I Operational 
~ 

Landlord - Construction J 

NIA J Operational Agreements-in-Principle 
(AIPs)/Grants 

Security Investigations 

Nuclear Criticality Safety Training 
(Field input required for FY 1998 
& FY 1999; HQ input required for 
FY 2000) 

NIA . Operational 

Operational 

J 

J NIA 

MULTI-SITE ACTIVITIES 
-THIS IS FOR HEADQUARTERS USE ONLY- 

~ 

NIA 
~ 

Program Transportation and Packaging 
Management 

NIA -1 -;-[National Program Emergency Preparedness 
I I I Program 
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National Analykal Management 
Program 

J '  National Program 

National Program ' J  Pollution Prevention 

Environmental & Regulatory 
Analysis 

NIA I J 
~~ 

National Program ,, 

J . '  \ 
~~ 

Packaging Certification & Safety National Program . 

Science and Technology Risk Policy 

Science Program 
~~~ 

Science and Technology J 

J .  

' f  
#. 

Science and Technology Technology Development 

Intergovernmental Aff airsPublic 
Accountability 

j '  I N/A Operational 

I 5: t-- NIA 

J Operational Technical Training and 
Education . __ 

J '  Operational Federal Contribution to'UE D&D 
Fund ' 

UraniuMhorium 
Reimbursement 

WA I J Operational 

Program Direction J Program Direction 
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‘Attachment H 
Programmatic Risk Definitions 

5 (high)* 

4* 

The technical approach has 
not been identified for 
critical or significant 
portions of the project. 
Key technologies do not 
exist for critical or 
significant portions of the 
project. 
Current investments do not 
support the resolution of 
the project’s science and 
technology needs. 

The technical approach has 
been identified for the 
majority of the project 
scope. 
Most key technologies 
have been tested but some 
exist only at the laboratory 
scale. 
Current investments in 
science and technology 
have been identified and 
adequately support 
problem resolution. 

. 

. 
- . 

e 

Project endpoints is not 
determined or supported by 
stakeholders and Tribal 
Nations 
Wastdmaterial quantities 
and characteristics are 
unknown 
Process operations are not 
identified or supported by 
stakeholders and Tribal 
Nations 
Final disposition location, 
for wastdmaterial has not 
been identified 

Project endpoints is 
determined but may be. 
controversial to 
stakeholders and Tribal 
Nations 
Process operations are 
identified, but may be 
controversial to 
stakeholders and Tribal 
Nations 
Final disposition location 
for wastdmaterial has not 
been identified and 
approved 

I Activity involves multiple Facility does not currently 

No concurrence has been for a new facility 
sites 

reachkd;between sites 

exist and there are no plans 

c 

Activity involves multiple 
sites, site concurrence has 
been verbally reached 
The Waste Acceptance 
Criteria (WAC) has not 
been resolved 

identified and no schedule 
for receipt or treatment of 
the wastdmaterial exists 

No funding has been 

Fgcility exists but does not 
deet code 
Facility does not currently 
exist but plans for a new 
facility exist 
Facility requires a major 
modification to.be able to 
disposition waste/material 



3* 

2* 

The technical approach has 
been identified for all 
aspects of the project. 
All critical technologies 
have been identified and 
have been demonstrated, as 
a minimum, at a pilot 
scale.. 
Current investments i n  
science and technology 
have been identified and 
support the demonstration 
of the required technology 
at fu l l  scale. . 

The technical approach has 
been approved for all 
aspects of the project. All 
technical challenges 
associated with executing 
the project are fully 
understood. 
All critical technologies 
are fully developed and 
demonstrated on site .or at 
another location with a 
similar wastelmaterial type. 
Investments in science and 
technology, if any, are 
limited to technical 
assistance associated with 
deployment of new 
technology on site. 

Project endpoints is 
determined and is excepted 
to be acceptable to ' 
stakeholders and Tribal 
Nations 
Wastelmaterial quantities 
and characteristics are 
broadly known 
Process operations are 
identified and are expected 
to be acceptable to 
stakeholders and Tribal 
Nations 

for waste/material has been 
identified and EIS is being 
prepared 

Final disposition location 

Project endpoints is 
determined and supported 
by stakeholders and Tribal 
Nations 
Wastelmaterial quantities 
and characteristics are well 
known 
Process operations are 
identified and are supported 
by stakeholders and Tribal 
Nations 
Final disposition location 
for wastdmaterial has been 
identified and EIS ROD is 
prepared 

Activity impacts another 
site, site concurrence has 
been verbally reached 

reviewing characterization 
data to determine WAC 
acceptability 
Funding hiis been 
identified but no schedule 
for receipt or trearrnent of 
the wastdmaterial exists 

Receiving facility is 

Activity doesn't impact 
another site or Site 
concurrence has been 
documented if multiple 
sites are impacted 
Receiving facility has 
verified WAC 
acceptability 
Funding has been 
identified but no schedule 
for receipt or treatment of 
the wastdmaterial exists 

I 

0 

e Facility exists and is 

Facility exists but is not 
operational 

operational, but currently 
does not have capacity 

modification to treat 
was te/materi al 

0 Facility requires 

i' 

0 Fquipment requires minor 
'modification to disposition 

' wastelmaterial 
e Operating commercial 

facility exists, but contracts 
are not in place 

, 



The technical approach is 
being fully executed. AI1 
critical technologies are 
operating according to 
specification. 
Investments in science and 
technology are not required 
to meet cost and schedule 
requirements. 

Project endpoints is 
determined and supported 
by stakeholders and Tribal 
Nations 

and characteristics are well 
known 

identified and are supported 
by stakeholders and Tribal 
Nations . 
Final disposition location 
for wastdmaterial has been 
identified and EIS ROD is 
pending 

Waste/material quantities 

Process operations are 

Activity doesn't impact 
another site or Site 
concurrence has been 
documented if multiple 
sites involved 

verifitig,WAC 
.'acceptability 
Funding is identified in an 
approved PBS and facility 
is ready to receive $he, 
wastdmaterial 

Receiving facility has 

Facility/equipment has 
sufficient capacity to handle 
all planned waste/material 
receipts 
Facility,is operational 
Commercial facility is 
operational and contracts 
are in  place 

. 

*The numerical categories used to determine level of Programmatic Risk will be converted to colored symbols on wastdmaterial disposition maps. Category 1 
and 2 are shown as a green circle, Categories 3 is shown as a yellow triangle, and Categories 4 and 5 are shown as a red square. .: 

I 
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General 

/ 
! 5 .. . 

. .  

Attachment I 
Data Gaps from 1997 Data Collection 

Spent Nuclear Fuel performance metrics on the PBS were not 
traceable through the life cycle of the fuel. 
Spent Nuclear Fuel LTSM costs for many sites do not appear to be 
accurately represented. 

-Inconsistencies in reporting LTSM costs in general. 
Almost every OperationsEield Office (except for Carlsbad) has 
projects for which i 6  milestones have been identified. Each project 
should have a reasonable amount of milestones for execution 
tracking. 
At each OperationsField office there are release site and facility 
performance metric data that indicate a completion date subsequent 
to the Geographic Site and/or Project completion date. 

' I  ' 

Stewardship Data LimitationdGaps .. . 

Numerous data gaps and inconsistencies were evident in the cost 
estimates for long-term stewardship activities. 
Data on the afforded future site uses were poorly populated and acres 
anticipated for each future use were often not reported. 
Sites where the Office of Environmental Management is not the 
landlord often did not estimate long-term stewardship activities or 
costs that were expected to be outside of the responsibility of the EM 
Program. 
The specific program expected to conduct and fund stewardship 
activities was not identified for many sites. 
Current information on the projected cleanup levels were not 
available for many of the sites being remediated by the Army Corps 
of Engineers under the Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action 
Program although DOE is expected to retain stewardship 
resDonsibilities for many of these sites. 

_ _  
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Albuquerque 

.- 
I; ’. 

. .  

~~ 

Chicago . 

Carlsbad 

Headquarters 

Release Site and Facility Data 
Release Sites and Facilities lack planned and actual assessment dates. 
Many completed Release Sites do not have the “No Action” field or 
the “Completion Status” field populated which should be populated 
upon completion. 
Several Geographic Sites have,Release Sites and Facilities 
Completion Dates after the Geographic Site Completion Date. 
*A!. Los Alamos National Laboratory there was a mistake in the 
number of facilities b,eing deactivated (6,608 vs - 1,900 at other 
sites). [Corrections were made to “two” facilities via Fax update. 
Please check that the number of facilities are reported, not the 
number of square feet encompassed in the facilities.] 

Budget 
0 

I ,  

In FY 2000 midcourse budget data did not provide source PBS for 
there new projects on new PBS entry table. The new PBSs were 
AL026, AIA27, and AL028. 

Critical Closure Path _ _  
SSL critical event start and end dates differ, but should be the same if 
it is an event. Examples include WIPP opens in May 1998 (Project 
OOOS), Public Comment on OU 11 1 Proposed Plan (Project 0476), 
and Work Off at Historical TRU (Project 0134). 

Contracting Data 
In Section 0.6.1, Contracting Type breakdown does not sum to 100%. 

~ ~ 

Critical Closure Path 
SSL critical event start and end dates differ but should be the same 
for the following events: Turn responsibility for Site m l o t  M S&M 
over to Grand Junction Project Office (Project 0030), Turn 
responsibility for PRP payments over to ER (Project 0032). and 
Environmental Studied Enrichment Program at UNC, Pembroke 
(Project 0709). 

No major issues identified 

Baseline Information 
0 New projects added to the project valid list through FY 2000 April 

15 budget request with no supporting baseline information. 
Valid list of Headquarters PBSs were not well defined. 0 

Critical Closure Path Data 

Budget 

Most projects have no milestones associated with them. 

In FY 2000 midcourse budget data, Project 0161 was assigned 
budget values, but is not a current project. 
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Idaho 

Nevada 

.. . -< 

Release Site and Facility Data 
Many completed Release Sites and Facilities have unpopulated 
“Completion Status” field which should be populated upon 
completion. 

Contracting Data 
In Section 0.6.1, Contracting ?ype breakdown does not sum to 100%. 

Perfohance Measure Metrics ’ 
For Project ID-WM+Ol, MLLW volume reduced has negative 
performance measure metrics. 

Release Site and Facility Data 

,, dates. 
’- 

Most release sites lack plannedactual assessment and completion 

’ Many completed release sites have the “No Action’! field 
unpopulated which should be populated upon completion. 

IPL 
In FY 2000 IPL, did not provide compliance impact fofseveral 
projects. Examples include NV 2 0 1 N  330, NV 202, and NV 
224(+). 
In FY 2000 midcourse budget data, new PBS “Program Integration” 
has two source PBSs (NV201 and NV 330) and two program 
elements (ER and WM). Need to designate the new PBS program 
element. 

Performance Measure Metrics 
For Project NV360, MLLW new waste has negative performance 
measure metric. 
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3ak Ridge 

. *’ 
I .  ., . 

Oakland 

Release Sites and Facilities8ata 
Many Release Sites and Facilities have not been specified as a 
release site or a facility. 
Many completed Releaie Sites and Facilities have unpopulated “No 
Action” and “Completion Status” fields which should be populated 
upon completion. 
Several Release Sites and Facilities have actual assessment dates 
without planned assessment dates. 

4. cost 
0 In non-EM cost data, values reported do not add to 100% and no non- 

EM organization was selected for OR4720 1. 
ORR waste management costs appear to have an unrealistically high 
percentage of EM versus non-EM costs. EM waste management 

:.’ ’ costs extend beyond the site completion dates. 
~~ 

Critical Closure Path 
SSL critical event start ind end dates differ, but should be the same if 
it is an event. Examples include Complete TCLP FFCA (Project 
0318), Treatment of Mixed Wastes at C-400-0 (Project 0318), and 
UEFPC Soil Remediation (Project 0306). 
Milestones for projects OR43201 and O R 4 3 0 3  do not have 
DNFSB requirement numbers where DNFSB was designated “yes”. 

_______ 

Release Sites and Facilities Data 
Several Release Sites and Facilities lack both actual and planned 
assessment dates. 
Many completed Release Sites and Facilities have unpopulated “No 
Action” and “Completion Status” fields which should be populated 
upon completion. 

Critical Closure Path Data 
In SSL- Part C, critical events have scheduled start date after 
schedule end date. Examples activities include Buildout of TF5 18 
(OAK-OOl), Pit 6 Capping (OK-002), and Site 300 Wide ROD (OK- 
002). 
SSL critical event start and end dates differ but should be the same if 
it is an event. Examples include Site Remediation (Project OSSS), 
Close out of EM 40 Project (Project Code 0267), and Close out of 
EM 30 Project (Project Code 0275). , 

IPL 
0 

. elements. 
In FY 2000; IPL did not provide compliance impact for any IPL 
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Ohio 

Richland 

.i 
I ,  .. . ,*- 

I 

Release Site and Facility Data 
Many release sites have actual assessmentkornpletion dates without 
planned assessmentkornpletion dates. 
Many completed facilities have unpopulated “No Action” and 
“Completion Status” fields which should be populated upon 
completion. . ‘.. 

Criti-cal Closure‘Path 
SkL critical even start and end dates differ but should be the same if 
it is an event. Examples include Complete Phase 1 HLW 
Vitrification Campaign (Project OH-WV-01). Begin removal of WV 
TRU (Project OH-WV-02), and Ship WV SNF to INEEL (OH-W- 
03). 

~ ~~~ 

Release Site and Facility Data 
; 

. 
Most facilities lack planned and actual assessment and completion 
dates. 
Many uncompleted Release Sites and Facilities have populated the 
“No Action” and “Completion Status” fields which should only be 
populated upon completion. 

cost 
B No Life-cycle Costs by category were provided in the Part B. They 

were provided in old format at the PBS level, which made data 
collection tedious. 
Non-EM costs included in cost baseline do not add to 100% for 
defense programs in 2008 through 2030. 

Performance Measure Metrics 
For RI- WMO4, performance measure metrics are a negative value for 
LLW volume reduced. 

B 
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Rocky Flats 

.,. .. . 

Savannah River 

Release Sites and Facilities Data 
Several completed release sites have unpopulated “Completion 
Status” fields which should be populated upon completion. 
Several release sites not yet completed have information in “No 
Action” and Completion Status’’ fields which should o n l y  be 
populated upon completion. ’ 

cost. ,. 
D In N 2000 IPL, dollar amounts were not split into separate driver 

categories. All doll& amounts were in the compliance category ( l ) ,  
this is suspect. 
Costs for Program Direction (reported in Headquarters PBS) were 
included in the Program Management PBS (Project RF029). Program 
Direction costs should be reported only in Headquarters PBS. In . 
addition, for planned costs from 2020-2040 unescalated dollars were 
submitted in escalated cost field. 

0 

’ 
’ 

Critical Closure Path . Milestones for projects RF012 and RF030 do not haveDNFSB 
requirement numbers where DNFSB was designated “yes”. 

Release Site and Facility Data . Many completed release sites have unpopulated “Completion Status” 
. fields which should be populated upon completion. 

No facility assessments or decommissionings have been identified. 

Critical Closure Path 
. SSL critical event start and end dates differ but should be the same if 

it is an event. Examples include Flood Plain Swamp IOU 
Remediated (Project OOSl), SRL Basin Seepage RA Start (Project 
0056), and L Reactor Deactivated (Project 0509). 
In milestone data, DNFSB requirement number was not included 
where DNFSB was designated “yes”. Examples include Project start 
(Project SR-IN06), Complete design of APSF (Project SR-NM03), 
and Complete dissolving SRS SNF (SR-NM02-06). 

cost 
0 In Section A. 2-16, no non-EM organization was designated for non- 

EM costs included in baseline. 

I , 
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Attachment J. . , J I 

Example Suiinnary of High Programmatic Risk .I 

Site(s) should provide a list of the five to ten most serious technological, work scope, and inter-site or 
other programmatic risks at the site(s). Each item should be accompanied by a brief narrative describing 
the cause of the risks and the responsible parties for addressing them. This list, in addition to providing 
an excellent identification tool, will also allow the sites to identify to Headquarters those, issues that they 
believe require Headquarters support. The list should not identify the loss of current budgets as 
programmatic risk; budgets should be assumed to match currentprojections. 

The following table provides an example of the significant programmatic risks at Rocky Flats 
Environmental Technology Site (RFETS). 

~ \. 

.* 

i ,.. 
RFETS has a considerable 
inventory of plutonium which must 
be transferred to another location in 
order for the buildings to be closed 
and demolished. 

. p ,  

: ‘. 

RFETS has an inventory of “scrub 
alloy” which is an alloy of 
Plutonium which must be shipped 
to the Savannah River Site, 

It is estimated that RFETS will 
generate 9500 cubic inete‘rs of TRU 
waste through closure activities of 
the buildings and surrounding 
areas. This material must be 
removed from the site. 

The Paths to Closure document 
assumes a shipment schedule and 
delays will result in delay of final 
closure. There are two NEPA 
actions that must be completed in 
order to complete the transfer. 
(1) Validate3 NEPA ‘ 

documentation for material 
which must go to the Savannah 
River Site 

documentation for surplus 
plutonium disposition. 

(2) CompleteNEPA 

~ 

The Paths to Closure schedule 
assumes a shipment schedule and 
any delays will result in delay of 
the final closure of RFETS. 
Shipments must be initiated by 
June 1999 and completed by 
December 1999 

The closure schedule for RFETS 
was developed based upon 
assumptions of the availability of 
WIPP in August 1988. Projected 
delays in the opening will have 
negative impacts on the closure 
schedule. Invoked contingencies 
will absorb resources that are 
programmed for closure work 
rather that diversion to storage 
activities. Overall impact will 
depend on the actual opening date 
of W P .  

MD-1 
EH- 1 
EM- 1 

. -- 

Manager, 
RETS 
Manager, SRS 

Gc- 1 
EM-I 
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RFETS has approximately 1,200 
cubic feet of classified records and 
900 cubic feet of records that are 
radiological contaminated or are 
contarhated with beryllium that 
must be removed from the site to 
complete closure. 

The current RFETS contract with 
the Integrating management 
Contractor ends in July 2000 and a 
new contract must be in effect at 
that time. 

. .  

The Path to Closure assumes a 
removal schedule for these records 
that will allow for building closure. 
A solution must be in effect by 
January 1999. 

v.  

Without a contract in effect, the 
DOE would not have proper 
staffing to operate the basic safety 
and security infrastructure. The 
solicitation package must be 
developed and issued. A plan and 
schedule for the entire process 
must be develoDed. 

HR- 1 
EM-1 
Manager , 
RFETS . 

DOE, Headquarters 
Manager, RFETS 

., . .  
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Attachment K 
Acronym List 

AVS 
B&R 
BA 
CAIRS 
CAO 
CERCLA 

i 
4 

j 

CFO 
CIO 
CPQT 
DNFSB 
DOE 
DOT 
EIS 
EM 

ER 
FETC 
FFCAct 
FIMS 
FMSIC 
FTE 
FTP 
FY 
GAO 
GPRA 
HLW 
ID 
IPABS 
IPAB s-IS 

EM-24 

IPL 
LLW 
LTS&M 
MACT 
MARS , 

MLLW 
NEPA 
NMMSS 
ODS 
OMB 
ORNL 
ORPS 
PBS 
PEIS 
PIT 
PTS 

December 21, 1998 K-2 

Analysis and Visualization System 
Budget and Reporting . 

Budget Authority 
Computerized Accidenthcident Reporting System . . 
Carlsbad Area Office 

. Comprehensive Environmental:Response, Compensation, and Liability 
ACJ. 
Chief Financial Office 
Chief Information OfEcer 
Consolidated Project Quantity Table 
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board 
Department of Energy 
Department of Transportation 

;, 
. .., Environmental Impact Statement 
.. Environmental Management 

Office of Strategic Planning and Analysis . 
. . .<: Environmental Restoration 

Federal Energy Technology Center . -- 

Federal Facility Compliance Act 
Facilities Information Management System 
Financial Management Systems Improvement Council 
Full-time Equivalent 

. File Transfer Protocol 
Fiscal Year 
General Accounting Ofice 

High. Leve'l Waste 
Identification 
Integrated Planning, Accountability, and Budgeting System 
Integrated Planning, Accountability, and Budgeting System- Information 

'System 
Integrated'Priority List 
Low Level Waste 
Long-Tern Surveillance and Monitoring 
Maximum Achievable Control Technology 
Management Analysis and Reporting System 
Mixed Low Level Waste . 

National Environmental Policy Act 
Nuclear Materials Management and Safeguards System 
Operations Office Data Summary 
Office of Management and Budget 
Oak Ridge National Laboratory 
Occurrence Reporting and Processing System 
Project Baseline Summary 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
Process .Improvement Team 
Progress Tracking System 

. .  

. Government Perfornance'and Results Act 



1, 4 r 6 :  

,' QC 
t r  P/WE 

QMR 
R&D 
RCRA 
ROD 
E T S  
SDD 
SNF 
SSL 
STCG 
TBD 
TRU 
TSCA 
m 
WlPP 
WM PEIS 

I 

Public, Worker, Environment 
Quality Control 
Quarterly Management Review 
Research and Development 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
Record of Decision 
Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site 
Stream Disposition Data 
Spent Nuclear Fuel 
SitqSummary Level 
Site Technology Coordination Group 
To Be Determined :' 
Transuranic 
Toxic Substances Control Act 
Technology Task Plan 
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant 
Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 

I 

. -- 
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